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Great eagle, knower of the skies, 

Of windy portents, eclipses and the dust-blown mantracks 

Crossing and recrossing in quicksands and stone. 

Under his scrutiny the revealed bones 

And girth of the past; the string-led figures; the gods in the 
machine. 

The great spirit flies, sifting the atr, translating earth shapes 


against the moving screen. 

Tame pronouncers, parrots, gulls and shamans utter cries, 

Communicate their shrill distress; declare him less than the 
familiar apes. 

But the shadow of the spirit enfolds them all, 

And here and there with shielded eyes 

People have seen the steady wings and far light striking 
them, 

And here and there recall how long ago the fire was brought, 

The vultures and the rock, and will remember him. 


Eugene Davidson 





I. HOW WAR HAS TRANSFORMED THE AMERICAN 
DREAM INTO A NIGHTMARE 


‘The first World War and American intervention therein marked 
al ominous turning-point in the history of the United States and the 
world. Those who can remember “the good old days” before 1914 in- 
evitably look back to those times with a very definite and justifiable 
feeling of nostalgia. There was no income tax before 1913, and that 
levied in the early days after the Amendment of 1913 was little more 
than nominal. All kinds of taxes were relatively low. We had only a 
token national debt of around a billion dollars which could have been 
paid off in a year without causing even a ripple in national finance. 
Inflation was unheard of here. 

Ours was a libertarian country in which the Four Freedoms flour- 
ished, at least tor the white inhabitants of the country. There was 
little or no witch-hunting and few of the symptoms and operations 
of the police state which has been developing so drastically here dur- 
ing the last decade. Not until our intervention in the first World War 
had there been sufficient invasions of individual liberties to call forth 
the formation of such organizations as the American Civil Liberties 
Union. 

Libertarianism was also dominant in Western Europe. The Lib- 
eral Party governed England and, in conjunction with the Labor Party, 
had brought forth an unprecedented body of social reforms which were 
designed to stave off rather than promote Socialism. France had risen 
above the reactionary coup of the Dreyfus affair, had separated Church 
and State, and had seemingly established with reasonable permanence 
the Third Republic on a democratic and liberal basis. Even Hohen- 
zollern Germany enjoyed the usual civil liberties, and the Social Demo- 
cratic Party had become the largest single political group in the Reich- 
stag by 1914. Experts on the history of Austria-Hungary have recently 
been proclaiming that life under the Dual Monarchy after the turn of 
the century marked the happiest period in the experience of the peoples 
encompassed therein. Constitutional government, democracy and civil 
liberties prevailed in Italy. Civilized states expressed abhorrence of 
dictatorial and brutal policies. Edward VII of England blacklisted 
Serbia after the court murders of 1903. 
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Enlightened citizens of the Western World were then filled with 
buoyant hope for a bright future of humanity. It was believed that 
the theory of progress had been thoroughly vindicated by historical 
events. Edward Bellamy’s Looking Backward was the prophetic bible 
of that era. People were confident that the amazing developments in 
technology would soon produce abundance, security and leisure for 
the multitude. 

In this optimism in regard to the future no item was more evi- 
dent and potent than the assumption that war was an outmoded night- 
mare. Not only did all considerations of idealism and humanity repudi- 
ate war but Norman Angell and others were assuring us that war could 
not be justified, even on the basis of the most sordid material interest. 
Those who adopted a robust international outlook were devoted friends 
of peace, and virtually all internationalist movements had as their sole 
aim the devising and implementing of ways and means to assure per- 
manent peace. Friends of peace were nowhere isolationist, in any lit- 
eral sense, but they did stoutly uphold the principle of neutrality and 
sharply criticized provocative meddling in every political dog fight in 
the most remote reaches of the planet. 

Unfortunately, there are relatively few persons today who recall 
those happy times. In his devastatingly prophetic book, Nineteen Eighty- 
four, George Orwell points out that a main reason why it is possible 
for those in authority there to maintain the barbarities of the police 
state is that nobody is able to recall the many blessings of the period 
which preceded this type of society. In a general way, this is also true 
of the peoples of the Western world today. ‘Vhe great majority of them 
have known only a world ravaged by war, depressions, international 
intrigue and meddling, vast debts and crushing taxation, the encroach- 
ments of the police state, and the control of public opinion and govern- 
ment by ruthless and irresponsible propaganda. A major reason why 
there is no revolt against such a state of society as that in which we 
are living today is that many have come to accept it as a normal mat- 
ter of course, having known nothing else during their lifetime. 

In bringing about the sad state of the world today, the entry of 
the United States into two World Wars has played a larger role than 
any other single factor. Some might attribute the admittedly unhappy 
conditions of our time to other causes than world wars and our inter- 
vention in them. But any such explanation cannot be sustained. 

Indeed, but for our entry into the two World Wars we should be 
living in a far better manner than we did before 1914. The advances in 
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technology since that time have brought the automobile into universal 
use, have given us good roads, have made telephone service all but 
universal, and have produced the radio, moving pictures, television, 
electric lighting and refrigeration, and numerous other revolutionary 
contributions to human happiness and comforts. If all this had been 
combined with the freedom, absence of high taxation, minimum. in- 
debtedness, national solvency, low armament expenditures, and pacific 
outlook of pre-1914 times, the people of the United States might now 
be living in utopian security and abundance. 

The rise and universal dominance of military socialism and the 
police state, and the impending doom of civilization, have been the 
penalty exacted for our meddling abroad in situations which did not 
materially effect either our security or our prestige. Our national secur- 
itv Was not even remotely threatened in the case of either World War. 
There was no clear moral issue impelling us to intervene in either 
world conflict. The state of civilization and the level of human happt- 
ness were lowered rather than elevated by our intervention in both 
wars. 

While the first World War headed the United States and the 
World toward international disaster, the second World war was an 
even more calamitous turning-point in the history of mankind. It may 
indeed have brought us—and the whole world—into the terminal 
episode of human experience. It certainly marked the transition from 
social optimism and technological rationalism into the ‘Nineteen 
Eighty-four” pattern of life, in which aggressive international policies 
and war scares have become the guiding factor, not only in world 
affairs, but also in the domestic political and economic strategy of every 
leading country of the world. The police state has emerged as the 
dominant political pattern of our times, and military socialism is en- 
gulfing both democracy and liberty. 

Perhaps by the mid-century, all this is now water under the bridge 
and little can be done about it. But we can learn how we got into this 
unhappy condition of life and society—at least until the police state 
system continues its current rapid development sufficiently to obliterate 
all that remains of integrity and accuracy in historical writing. 


If. REVIJSIONISM AFTER TWO WORLD WARS 


The readjustment of historical writing to historical facts relative 
to the background and causes of the first World War—what is popularly 
known in the historical craft as “Revisionism” —was the most important 
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development in historiography during the decade of the 1920's. While 
those historians at all receptive to the facts admitted that Revisionism 
readily won out in the conflict with the previously accepted lore, most 
of the traditionalists in the profession remained true to the mythology 
ol the war decade. Not so long ago, one of the most eminent and 
revered of our protessional historians, and a man who took a leading 
part in historical propaganda during the first World War, wrote that 
American historians had no reason to feel ashamed of their writings and 
operations in that period. That they had plenty to be ashamed of was 
revealed by C. Hartley Grattan in his article on ‘““Vhe Historians Cut 
Loose,” in the American Mercury, August, 1927, reprinted in mv fn 
Quest of Truth and Justice, pp. 142ff; and by Chapter XJ of my History 
of Historical Writing. In any event, the revisionist controversy was the 
outstanding intellectual adventure in the historical field in the twen- 
ueth century down to Pearl Harbor. 

Revisionism, when applied to the first World War showed that the 
actual causes and merits of this conflict were very close to the reverse of 
the picture presented in the political propaganda and historical writ- 
ings of the war decade. Revisionism would also produce similar results 
with respect to the second World War if it were allowed to develop 
unimpeded. But a determined effort is being made to stifle or silence 
revelations which would establish the truth with respect to the ciuses 
and issues of the late conflict. 

While the wartime mythology endured for years after 1918, never- 
theless leading editors and publishers soon began to crave contribu- 
tions which would set forth the facts with respect to the responsibility 
for the outbreak of war in 1914, our entry into the war, and the basic 
issues involved in this great conflict. Professor Sidney B. Fay began to 
publish his revolutionary articles on the background of the first World 
War in the American Historical Review in July, 1920. My own eftorts 
aiong the same line began in the New Republic, the New York Times 
Current History Magazine and the Christian Century in 1924 and 1925. 
Without exception, the requests for my contributions came from the 
editors of these periodicals, and these requests were ardent and urgent. 
i had no difficulty whatever in securing the publication of my Genesis 
of the World War in 1926, and the publisher thereof subsequently 
brought forth a veritable library of illuminating revisionist literature. 
By 1928, when Professor Fay’s Origins of the World War was published, 
everyone except the die-hards and bitter-enders in the historical pro- 
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fession had come to accept Revisionism, and even the general public 
had begun to think straight in the premises. 

Quite a different situation faces the rise of any substantial Revision- 
ism after the second World War. The question of war responsibility in 
relation to 1939 and 1941 is taken for granted as completely and for- 
ever settled. There can be no controversy this time. Since it is adimit- 
ted by all reasonable persons that Hitler was a dangerous neurotic, 
who, with supreme folly, launched a war when he had everything to 
gain by peace, it is assumed that this takes care of the European aspects 
cf the war guilt controversy. With respect to the Far East, this is sup- 
posed to be settled with equal finality by asking the question: “Japan 
attacked us, didn’t she?” 

About as frequent as either of these ways of settling war respon- 
sibility for 1939 or 1941 is the vague but highly dogmatic statement 
that “we had to fight.” ‘his judgment is usually rendered as a sort of 
ineffable categorical imperative which requires no further explanation. 
But some who are pressed for an explanation will allege that we had to. 
fight to save the world from domination by Hitler, forgetting General 
Marshall’s report that Hitler, far from having any plan for world 
domination, did not even have any well worked out plan for collabo- 
rating with his Axis allies in limited wars, to say nothing of the gigan- 
tic task of conquering Russia. Surely, after June 22, 1941, nearly six 
months before Pearl Harbor, there was no further need to fear any 
world conquest by Hitler. 

Actually, if historians have any professional self-respect and feel 
impelled to take cognizance of facts, there is far greater need for a 
robust and aggressive campaign of Revisionism after the second World 
War than there was in the years following 1918. The current semantic 
folklore about the responsibility for the second World War which is 
accepted, not only by the public but also by most historians, is far 
wider of the truth than even the most fantastic historical mythology 
which was produced after 1914. And the practical need for Revisionism 
is even greater now than it was in the decade of the 1920s. 

The mythology which followed the outbreak of war in 1914 helped 
to produce the Treaty of Versailles and the second World War. Jf 
world policy today cannot be divorced from the mythology of the 
1940’s, a third world war is inevitable, and its impact will be many 
times more horrible and devastating than that of the second. The les- 
sons learned from the Nuremberg and Tokyo Trials have made. it 
certain that the third world war will be waged with unprecedented 


7 


savagery. In the meantime, the “Cold War,” which is the most dan- 
gerous heritage of the mythology of the 1940's is doing tenfold more 
than the relatively trivial and generally commendable welfare meas- 
ures recommended by President Truman to hasten and extend state 
capitalism and government controls, has given rise to ‘“Red-baiting,” 
witch-hunting, thought-policing, and the like, and is rapidly convert- 
ing the United States into a police state. It was to resist such a system 
cf military socialism abroad that the interventionists of 1937-1941 told 
us that “we had to fight.” 

Vigorous as was the resistance of many, including powerful vest- 
ed historical interests, to the Revisionism of the 1920's it was as noth- 
ing compared to that which has been organized to frustrate and 
smother the truth relative to the second World War. Revisionists in the 
1920’s only risked a brisk controversy; those of today place in jeopardy 
both their professional reputation and their very livelihood at the 
hands of the Smearbund. History has been the chief intellectual cas- 
ualty of the second World War and the cold war which followed. 
There is grave doubt that it can be rehabilitated during the last halt 
ot this century. 

In all essential features, the United States has moved along into 
the “Nineteen Eighty-four” pattern of intellectual life. But there is 
one important and depressing difference. In Nineteen Eighty-four, the 
author implies that historians in that regime have to be hired by the 
government and forced to falsity facts. In this country today, and it is 
also true of most other nations, many professional historians gladly 
falsify history quite voluntarily, and with no direct cost to the govern- 
ment. The ultimate and indirect cost may, of course, be a potent con- 
tribution to incalculable calamity. 

It may be said, with great restraint, that, never since the Dark 
and Middle Ages, have there been so many powerful forces organized 
and alerted against the assertion and acceptance of historical truth as 
are active today to prevent the facts about the responsibility for the 
second World War and its results from being made generally accessible 
to the American public. Even the great Rockefeller Foundation frankly 
admits (Annual Report, 1946, p. 188) the subsidizing of a corps of his- 
torians to anticipate and frustrate the development of any neo-Re- 
visionism in our time. And the only difference between this Founda- 
tion and several others is that it has been more candid and forthright 
about its policies. Charles Austin Beard summarized the implications 
of such efforts with characteristic vigor: 
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“The Rockefeller Foundation and the Council on Foreign Rela- 
tions ... intend to prevent, if they can, a repetition of what they call 
in the vernacular ‘the debunking journalistic campaign following 
World War 1.’ Translated into precise English, this means that the 
Foundation and the Council do not want journalists or any other per- 
sons to examine too closely and criticize too freely the official propa- 
ganda and official statements relative to ‘our basic aims and activities’ 
during World War II. In short, they hope that, among other things, 
the policies and measures of Franklin D. Roosevelt will escape in the 
coming years the critical analysis, evaluation and exposition that befell! 
the policies and measures of Woodrow Wilson and the Entente Allies 
after World War 1.” 

A state of abject terror and intimidation exists among the major- 
ity of professional American historians whose views accord with the 
facts on the question of responsibility for the second World War. Sev- 
eral leading publicists who have read earlier editions of this brochure 
have written me stating that, on the basis of their own personal ex- 
perience, it is an understatement of the facts. Yet, the majority of 
those historians to whom it has been sent, and are personally known to 
mie to share my views, have feared even to acknowledge that they have 
received or possess it. Only a handful have dared to express approval 
and encouragement. It is no exaggeration to say that the American 
Smearbund, operating through newspaper editors and columinists, 
“hatchet-men” book reviewers, radio commentators, pressure-group 
intrigue and espionage, and academic pressures and fears, has accom- 
plished about as much in the way of intimidating honest intellectuals 
in this country as Hitler, Goebbels, Himmler, the Gestapo, and the 
concentration camps were able to do in Nazi Germany. 

Moreover, the gullibility of many “educated” Americans has been 
as notable as the mendacity of the “educators.” In Communist Russia 
and Nazi Germany, as well as in Fascist Italy and China, the tyran- 
nical rulers found it necessary to suppress all opposition thought in 
order to induce the majority of the people to accept the material fed 
them by official propaganda. But, in the United States, with almost 
complete freedom of the press, speech and information down to the 
end of 1941, great numbers of Americans followed the official propa- 
ganda line with no compulsion whatever. This is a remarkable and 
ominous contrast, especially significant because it has been the “edu- 
cated” element which has been the most gullible, taking the popula- 
tion as a whole. And the situation has continued since 1945, though 
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of course the public has been less able to get the truth from the avenues 
of information since V-] Day than it was before Pearl Harbor. 

The opposition to Revisionism—that is, to truth in the premises— 
stems in part from emotional fixation on the mythology built up after 
1937, and in part from personal loyalty to President Roosevelt and 
the naturally resulting desire to preserve the impeccability of the 
Roosevelt legend. In regard to the latter, the Roosevelt adulators are 
much more solicitous about defending their late chief’s foreign policy 
than they are in upholding the infallibility of his much more creditable 
domestic program. There is, of course, a powerful vested political 
interest in perpetuating the accepted mythology about the causes, 
issues, and results of the second World War, for much of the public 
policy of the victorious United Nations since 1945 can only make sense 
and be justified on the basis of this mythology. 

In the United States it has been made the ideological basis of the 
political strategy of the party in power and has also been accepted by 
many outstanding leaders of the opposition party. It has been essential 
to gain support for the economic policies which have been used to 
ward off a depression, with its probably disastrous political reverbera- 
tions. Powerful pressure groups have also found the mythology helpful 
in diverting attention from their own role in national and world 
calamity. 

In addition to the opposition of public groups to the truth about 
responsibity for the second World War, many professional historians 
and other social scientists have a personal interest in perpetuating the 
pre-war and wartime mythology. One reason why historians opposed 
the truth relative to responsibility for the first World War and the 
main issues therein was that so many of them had taken an active part 
in spreading the wartime propaganda and had also worked for Colonel 
House’s Committee in preparing material for the peace-making. A con- 
siderable number of them went to Paris with President Wilson on his 
ill-fated adventure. Naturally, they were loath to admit that the enter- 
prise in which they had played so prominent a part proved to be both 
a fraud and a failure. 

Today, this situation has been multiplied many fold. Historians 
and other social scientists veritably swarmed into the various wartime 
agencies after 1941, especially the Office of War Information and the 
Office of Strategic Services. They were intimately associated with the 
war effort and with the shaping of public opinion to conform to the 
thesis of the pure and limpid idealism and ethereal innocence of the 
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United States and our exclusive devotion to self-defense and world 
betterment through the sword. Hence, the opposition of historians and 
social scientists to truth about war responsibility and the obvious 
results of the War is many times greater today than it was in the years 
following the close of the first World War. Since the War several corps 
of court historians have been put to work to continue the elaboration of 
official mythology. 

The “blackout boys” have not rested content with smearing those 
who have sought to tell the truth about the causes of the second World 
War. They have now advanced to the point where they are seeking to 
smear those who told the truth about the causes of the first World War. 
At the meeting of the American Historical Association in Boston in 
December, 1949, two papers were read that endeavored to undermine 
the established revisionist writings regarding the prelude to that con- 
fict. Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., in an article in the Partisan Review, 
has even gone so far as to attack those who have written in a revisionist 
tone on the causes of the Civil War. The next logical step will be to 
attack the revision of historical opinion relative to the causes of the 
American Revolution and to find that, after all, “Big Bill” Thompson 
was right in his views of that conflict and his threat to throw George V 
into the Chicago Ship Canal. In other words, Revisionism, which only 
means bringing history into accord with facts, now seems to be rejected 
bv the “blackout boys” as a mortal sin against Clio, the Muse of history. 


il. HOW THE HISTORICAL BLACKOUT OPERATES 


The methods followed by the various groups interested in blacking 
out the truth about world affairs since 1933 are numerous and ingen- 
ious, but, aside from subterranean persecution of individuals, they fall 
mainly into the following patterns or categories: (1) excluding scholars 
suspected of revisionist views from access to public documents which 
are freely opened to ‘court historians” and apologists for the foreign 
policy of President Roosevelt; (2) intimidating publishers of books 
and periodicals, so that even those who might wish to publish books 
and articles setting forth the revisionist point of view do not dare to 
do so; (3) ignoring or obscuring published material which embodies 
revisionist facts and arguments; (4) smearing revisionist authors; (5) 
contending that, whatever the devious deceptions practiced by Presi- 
dent Roosevelt and his supporters from 1937 to 1941, all this was more 
than justified in the interest of veritable national self-preservation: 
6) contending that the Revisionism after 1918 undermined peace 
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and that any revival of it after 1945 will prevent peace in our time; 
and (7) maintaining that successful deception of the populace is the 
cornerstone of sagacious statecraft under our present system of govern- 
ment. 


1. DENYING ACCESS TO PUBLIC DOCUMENTS 


There is a determined effort to block those suspected of seeking 
the truth from having access to official documents, other than those 
which have become public property. The outstanding official and court 
historians, such as Samuel Ehot Morison, William L. Langer and his 
associates, Herbert Feis, and the like. are given free access to the 
oficial archives. Only such things as the most extreme top secrets, like 
President Roosevelt's communications with King George VI, carefully 
guarded at Hyde Park, are denied to them. Otherwise, they have free- 
dom of access to all official documents and the important private diarics 
of leading public officials. But many of these are completely sealed off 
from any historian who is suspected of desiring to ascertain the full and 
unbiased truth with respect to American forcign policy since 1933. 
The man who is probably the outstanding scholarly authority on 
American diplomatic history found himself barred from manv of the 
more Important documents. Moreover, many of the notes which he had 
taken down from the documents which he was permitted to examine 
were confiscated by State Department officials. [If the complete official 
documents would support the accepted views with respect to the causes 
and issues of the War, there would seem to be no reasonable objection 
to allowing any reputable historian to have free and unimpeded access 
to such materials. As Charles Austin Beard concisely stated the matter: 
“Official archives must be open to all citizens on equal terms, with 
special privileges for none; inquiries must be wide and deep as well as 
uncensored; and the competition of ideas in the forum of public 
cpinion must be free from political interests or restraints.” 


2. DIFFICULTIES IN PUBLISHING REVISIONIST MATERIALS 


Not only are historians who seek to establish the truth prevented 
from getting much of the material which they need but they find it 
virtually impossible to publish books embodying such of the uuth as 
they have been able to assemble from the available materials. The fact 
that onlv five revisionist books—and two of these by one author—have 
been published since Pear] Harbor is in itself a sufficient commentary 
on the difficulty of securing the publication of such material. 
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It would naturally be assumed that the first book to give the full 
inside information on the attack at Pearl Harbor would have been 
an exciting publishing adventure and that the book would have been 
eagerly sought after by any and all commercial publishers. Such, how- 
ever, was far from the facts. After canvassing the publishing oppor- 
tunities, George Morgenstern found that the Devin-Adair Company 
was the only one which had the courage to bring out his brilliant 
book on Pearl Harbor. 

Charles Austin Beard informed me that he was so convinced that 
none of his former commercial publishers would print his critical ac- 
count of the Roosevelt foreign policy that he did not regard it as even 
worth while to inquire. He was fortunate enough to have a courageous 
friend who was head of one of the most important university presses in 
the country. ft has been impossible to find a publisher for a memorial 
volume to Beard, though it was composed of essays by top historians 
and political scientists of the country and edited by two of the most 
famous professors of American history. Another memorial volume 
planned by a leading Columbia University historian was abandoned 
entirely. 

The difficulties met by William Henry Chamberlin in finding a 
publisher for his book on America’s Second Crusade will be described 
more thoroughly in the review of this book which appears in the ap- 
pendix of this brochure. It may be said here that he met the same re- 
sistance as that which confronted Morgenstern and Beard. Though a 
veteran and respected author, Chamberlin found that his previous 
commercial publishers were not interested in an appraisal of Roose- 
velt’s foreign policy and its results. Two university presses rejected 
the book, though conceding its excellence. Its publication was due to 
the courage and public spirit of the Henry Regnery Company. 

Another revisionist book, Design for War, by an eminent New 
York attorney, Frederic R. Sanborn, has now appeared. It is published 
by Devin-Adair which brought out Mr. Morgenstern’s volume. 

As a matter of fact, only two small publishing houses in the United 
States—the Henry Regnery Company and the Devin-Adair Company— 
have shown any consistent willingness to publish books which frankly 
aim to tel] the truth with respect to the causes and issues of the second 
World War. Leading members of two of the largest publishing houses 
in the country have frankly told me that, whatever their personal wishes 
in the circumstances, they would not feel it ethical to endanger their 
business and the property rights of their stockholders by publishing 
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critical books relative to American foreign policy since 1933. And there 
is good reason for their hesitancy. The Book Clubs and the main sales 
outlets for books are controlled by powerful pressure groups which 
are opposed to truth on such matters. These outlets not only refuse to 
Inarket critical books in this field but also threaten to boycott other 
books by those publishers who defy their blackout ultimatum. 

When such critical books do get into the bookstores, the sales 
department frequently refuses to display or promote them. It required 
the personal intervention of the head of America’s largest retail store 
to insure that one of the leading critical volumes was displayed upon 
the counter of the book department of the store. 

The attempt to suppress or exclude revisionist matcrial extends 
beyond the book publishing trade. Whereas, in the late 1920's and 
early 1930's, all of the more important periodicals were cager to publish 
competent revisionist articles by reputable scholars, no leading Ameri- 
can magazine will today bring out a frank revisionist article, no matter 
what the professional distinction of the author. The Progressive has 
been the only American magazine which has fairly consistently kept 
its columns open to such material, and its circulation is very limited. 

While the papers and periodicals are closed to neo-revisionist 
materials, they are of course, wide open and eager for anything which 
continues the wartime mythology. If the authors of such mythology 
did not feel reasonably assured that answers to their articles cannot be 
published, it is unlikely that they would risk printing such an amazing 
whitewash as that by General Sherman Miles on “Pearl Harbor in 
Retrospect,” in the Atlantic Monthly, July, 1948, and Admiral Samuel 
Eliot Morison’s vehement attack on Beard in the August issue. 

Now Admiral Morison is an able historian of nautical matters and 
a charming man personally. But his pretensions to anything like 
objectivity in weighing responsibility for the second World War can 
hardly be sustained. In his Foreword to Morison’s Battle of the Atlantic, 
the late James Forrestal let the cat out of the bag. He revealed that, as 
early as 1942, Professor Morison suggested to President Roosevelt that 
the right kind of history of naval operations during the War should 
be written, and modestly offered his “services” to do the job so as to 
reflect proper credit upon the Administration. Mr. Roosevelt and Sec- 
retary Frank Knox heartily agreed to this proposition and Morison was 
given a commission in the Naval Reserve to write the official history of 
naval operations in the second World War. If Roosevelt and Knox were 
alive today, they would have no reason to regret their choice of an 
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historian. But, as a “court historian’ and the “hired man,” however 
able, of Roosevelt and Knox, Admiral Morison’s qualifications to take a 
bow to von Ranke and pass judgment on the work of Dr. Beard, whom 
no Administration or party was ever able to buy, are not convincing. 
President ‘Truman’s announcement in the newspapers on January 14, 
1951, indicated that Morison’s services have been recognized and that he 
may be court-historian-in-chief during the opening phases of our official 
entry into the “Nineteen Eighty-four” system. Morison was subsequently 
promoted to the rank of Admiral. 

Another example of the accessibility of our leading periodicals to 
anti-revisionist materials was the publication of many articles smearing 
the reputation of Dr. Beard at the time of his death, some of the most 
bitter articles appearing in journals that had earlier regarded Beard 
as one of their most distinguished and highly welcome contributors. 

Equally illustrative of the tendency to welcome any defense of the 
traditional mythology and exclude contrary opinions was the publica- 
tion of the somewhat irresponsible article by Arthur M. Schlesinger Jr. 
on “Roosevelt and His Detractors” in the June, 1950, issue of Harpers 
Magazine. It was, obviously, entirely proper for the editor to publish 
this article, but not equally defensible was his inability to “find space” 
for the publication of an answer, even by one of the outstanding con- 
tributors to Harpers. 


3. IGNORING OR OBSCURING REVISIONIST BOOKS 


In case a revisionist book squeezes through the publishing black- 
out, almost invariably as a result of the courage of the two small pub- 
lishing companies mentioned above, the blackout strategists are well 
prepared to circumvent the possibility of its gaining any wide circula- 
tion or popular acceptance. ‘The most common procedure is to accord 
such books the silent treatment, namely, to refuse to review them at 
all. As one powerful pressure group has pointed out, this is the most 
effective way of nullifying the potential influence of any book. Even 
highly hostile and critical reviews attract attention to a book and may 
arouse controversy which will further publicize it. The silent treatment. 
assures a still-birth to virtually any volume. The late Oswald Garrison 
Villard recounts his own personal experience with the silent-treatment 
strategy of editors today: 

“I myself rang up a magazine which some months previously had. 
asked me to review a book for them and asked if they would accept. 
another review from me. The answer was ‘Yes, of course. What book. 
had you in mind?’ I replied Morgenstern’s Pearl Harbor. 
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“Oh, that’s that new book attacking F.D.R. and the war, isn’t it?’ 

“Yes.” 

“Well, how do you stand on it?’ 

“TI believe, since his book is based on the records of the Pearl Harbor 
inquiry, he is right. 

“"Oh, we don’t handle books of that type. It is against our policy 
to do so.” 

‘The Henry Regnery Company of Chicago has becn more cour- 
ageous and prolific in the publication of substantial revisionist books 
than any other concern here or abroad. It has brought out such 
important books as Leonard von Muralt’s From Versailles to Potsdam, 
Hans Rothfels’ The German Opposition to Hitler; Victor Gollancz’s 
In Darkest Germany; Freda Utley’s The High Cost of Vengeance; Mont- 
gomery Belgion’s Victors’ Justice; Lord Hankey’s Politics: Trials and 
Errors; and William Henry Chamberlin’s America’s Second Crusade. 
Mr. Regnery has shown me a careful survey of the treatment accorded 
these books by our leading newspapers and periodicals. The great 
majority of the books have not becn reviewed at all. Almost invariably, 
when they have been noticed, they have been attacked with great 
ferocity and uniform unfairness. 

The obscuring of the nco-revisionist material may be illustrated 
by the space and position assigned to the reviews of Beard’s American 
Foreign Policy in the Making, 1932-1940 and Morgenstern’s Pearl Har- 
bor in the American Historical Review, and in leading newspapers and 
periodicals. 

Despite the revolutionary nature and vast importance of the Beard 
book, it was given only a page in the American Historical Review, but 
amusingly cnough, the reviewer used the brief space at his disposal to 
praise the book. This was not allowed to happen again. Though 
Morgenstern’s book was perhaps the most important single volume 
published in the ficld of American history in the year 1947, it was 
relegated to a book note and was roundly smeared. Of all the book- 
reviewing columnists in New York City papers, only one reviewed 
Morgenstern’s book and he smeared it. The Saturday Review of Litera- 
ture ignored it completely, and so did most of the leading periodicals. 
Though many infinitely less important books, from the standpoint of 
both timeliness and intrinsic merit of content, received front-page 
position therein, neither the Morgenstern book nor the Beard volume 
was given this place in the Sunday book review sections of the New 
York Times or Herald-Tribune. Had these books ardently defended the 
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Roosevelt legend, they would assuredly have been assigned front-page 
position. As Oswald Garrison Villard remarked of the Beard volume: 
“Had it been a warm approval of FDR and his war methods, I will 
wager whatever press standing I have that it would have been featured 
on the first pages of the Herald-Tribune “Books” and the Times literary 
section and received unbounded praise from Walter Millis, Allan 
Nevins, and other similar axemen.” 

Beard’s book on President Roosevelt and the Coming of the War, 
7947 was so challenging that it could not be ignored. But it did not 
gain front-page position in either the New York Times or the Herald- 
Tribune. Though reviewed in many newspapers and periodicals, the 
majority of the reviewers sought to smear the hook. 

Chamberlin’s America’s Second Crusade was nowhere near as 
widely reviewed as the significance of the content of the book merited, 
irrespective of whether or not one agreed with all of the author’s 
conclusions. It was the first comprehensive and critical appraisal of 
the nature and results of the most momentous project in which the 
United States was ever involved, politically, economically or militarily. 
Hence, it merited careful and extended examination by every news- 
paper and periodical in the land. But it was reviewed in only a fraction 
of the leading newspapers, while most of the important periodicals 
ignored it entirely. In the 1920's, periodicals like the New Republic 
and the Nation would have reviewed a book of this type lyrically and 
at great length, and, in all probability, have published special articles 
and editorials praising it warmly. Such reviews as the Chamberlin book 
received were mainly of the smearing variety. The New York Times and 
Herald-Tribune both reviewed the book in hostile fashion, gave it 
very brief reviews. and placed these in an obscure position. Sanborn’s 
Design for War was reviewed by only a handful of newspapers and 
was ignored by virtually all the tmportant periodicals. 


4, SMEARING REVISIONIST BOOKS 


When, rather rarely and for one reason or another, a newspaper 
or a periodical decides actually to review a revisionist book, rather than 
to accord it the silent treatment, it has available a large supply of 
“hatchet-men” who can be relied upon to attack and smear revisionist 
volumes and to culogize the work of court historians and others who 
seek to perpetuate the traditional mythology. For example, the New 
York Times has its own staff of such hatchet-men, among them Otto D. 
Tolischus, Charles Poore, Orville Prescott, Karl Schriftgiesser, Drew 
Middleton, and others. When these do not suffice, it can call upon 


17 


academicians of similar inclination, such as Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., 
Allan Nevins, Henry Steele Commager, Gordon A. Craig, Samuel 
Flage Bemis, and others. The New York Herald-Tribune has Walter 
Millis, August Heckscher, and their associates, on its staff, and also 
turns to such academicians as those mentioned above, whose gifts and 
talents are not limited to the Times.’ 

The smearing device used almost universally in discrediting neo- 
revisionist books is a carry-over of the propaganda strategy perfected by 
Charles Michelson in political technique, and extended by Joseph 
Goebbels, John Roy Carlson, and others, namely, secking to destroy 
the reputation of an opponent by associating him, however unfairly, 
with some odious quality, attitude, policy or personalities, even though 
this may have nothing to do with the vital facts in the situation. It is 
only a complex and skillful application of the old adage about “giving 
a dog a bad name.” This is an easy and facile procedure, for it all too 
often effectively disposes of an opponent without involving the onerous 
responsibility of facing the facts. The “blackout boys” have not hesi- 
tated to maintain that the effort to tell the truth about responsibility 
for the second World War is downright wicked. Professor Samuel Flagg 
Bemis declares that such an excursion into intellectual integrity is 
“serious, unfortunate, deplorable.” 

In as much as the Morgenstern book was the first to shake the 
foundations of the interventionist and wartime propaganda and because 
Morgenstern is not a professional historian of longtime academic stand- 
ing, his work was greeted with an avalanche of smears. Virtually the 
only fair reviews of the Morgenstern volume were those by Professors 
Edwin M. Borchard and George A. Lundberg, Harry Paxton Howard, 
and Admiral H. E. Yarnell. There was rarely any effort whatever to 
wrestle with the vast array of facts and documentary evidence which, 
both Dr. Beard and Admiral Yarnell maintained, bore out all of Mor- 
genstern’s esscntial statements and conclusions. Rather, he was greeted 
with an almost unrelicved volley of smears. 

Some reviewers rested content with pointing out that Morgenstern 
is a young man and, hence, cannot be supposed to know much, even 
though the New York Times handed over to Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., 
a younger man, the responsibility for reviewing Dr. Beard’s great book 
on President Roosevelt and the Coming of the War, 1947. Another 
reviewer asserted that all that needed to be said to refute and silence 
the book was to point out that Morgenstern is employed by the Chicago 
Tribune. Others stressed the fact that he is only an amateur, dabbling 


18 


with documents, without the training afforded by the graduate histor- 
ical seminar, though Morgenstern was an honor student of history at 
the University of Chicago. It was not emphasized that most of the 
professors who reviewed his book departed entirely from any seminar 
canons of research and criticism which they may have earlier mastered. 
Morgenstern surely worked and wrote in closer conformity to von 
Ranke’s exhortations than his professorial reviewers, 

Other reviewers sought to dispose of the book by stating that it was 
“bitterly partisan,” was composed in a state of “blind anger,” or writ- 
ten with “unusual asperity,” though it is actually the fact that Morgen- 
stern is far less bitter, angry or blind than his reviewers. Indeed, the 
tone of his book is more one of earnest and practical humor and urbane 
satire than of indignation. Few books of this type have been freer of any 
taint of wrath and fury. The attitude of such reviewers is a good 
example of what the psychologists call the mechanism of “projection.” 
‘The reviewers attributed to Morgenstern the “blind anger” that they 
themselves felt when compelled to face the truth. 

In reviewing the book for the Infantry Journal, May, 1947, Profes- 
sor Harvey A. DeWeerd declared that it was “the most flagrant example 
cf slanted history” that had come to his attention “in recent years” but 
he failed to make it clear that the uniqueness in the slanting of Morgen- 
stern’s book was that it was “slanted” towards the truth, something 
which was and still is quite unusual in historical writing on this theme. 
The most complete smearing of the Morgenstern book was performed 
by Walter Millis in the Herald-Tribune “Books,” though, with all the 
extensive space at his disposal, he made little serious effort to come to 
grips with the facts in the situation. Professor Gordon A. Craig of 
Princeton, reviewing the book in the New York Times, February 9, 
1947, rested content with stating that the book was no more than anti- 
Roosevelt “mythology” and completely “unbelieveable,” though he 
adduced no relevant evidence in support of either of these assertions. 

One of the most remarkable attacks on the book was made by 
a one time ardent Revisionist, Professor Oron J. Hale, in the Annals 
of the American Academy, July, 1947. After smearing the book with the 
charge of bitter partisanship and asserting that the author made only 
a fake “parade” of the “‘externals of scholarship,’ Hale sought man- 
fully but futilely to find serious errors in Morgenstern’s materials. He 
then concluded that all or most of the statements in the book were 
correct but that the book as a whole was a “great untruth.” This 
reverses the line of the current apologists for the Roosevelt foreign 
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policy, who now agrec that most of Roosevelt’s public statements there- 
upon were untrue but that his program as a whole was a great truth 
which exemplified the desirable procedure of the “good officer”—the 
conscientious public servant. 

The fact that Morgenstern is an editorial writer for the Chicago 
Tribune and that the Tribune has opened its columns to revisionist 
writings, encouraged the Smearbund to identify Revisionism and all 
revisionists writers with the Tribune. Beard’s books were smeared as 
representing the Tribune position. Only the other day, a reviewer 
in the New Yorker linked Beard and the Tribune and referred to the 
“Charles Austin Beard-Chicago Tribune’ view of war origins. Max 
Lerner wrote that “the man who once mercilessly flaved Hearst became 
the darling of McCormick.” 

No phase of the smear campaign could well be more prepostcrous. 
Aside from being willing to accept the truth relative to Roosevelt 
foreign policy, Beard and the Tribune had nothing in common. The 
American Civil Liberties Union once warmly praised Colonel McCor- 
mick for his valiant battle against the Minnesota press gag law. There 
was no attempt, then, to link the Civil Liberties Union with the total 
editorial policy of the Tribune. Roger Baldwin was not portrayed as a 
tool of Colonel McCormick, nor was there any hint of a Civil Liberties 
Union-McCormick Axis. Those who write in behalf of the freedom of 
the press can always gain access to the columns of the Chicago Tribune, 
but there is no thought in such cases of linking them with the editorial 
policy of the Tribune. 

Due to the fact that Dr. Beard was a trained and a venerable 
scholar and, hence, obviously not a juvenile amateur in using historical 
documents, that he had a world-wide reputation as one of the most 
eminent and productive historians and politica] scientists the United 
States has ever produced, that he served as president of the American 
Political Science Association and the American Historical Association, 
and that he was awarded in 1948 the Gold Medal of the National 
Institute of Arts and Letters for the best historical work of the last 
decade, it required a little more gall and trepidation to apply the smear 
technique to him and his two splendid books on American foreign 
policy. Yet Beard did not escape unscathed, though his facts and 
objectivity cannot be validly challenged. As Professor Louis Martin 
Sears pointed out in the American Historical Review (April, 1947, p. 
532): “The volume under review is said to give annoyance to the 
followers of Franklin Delano Roosevelt. If that be true, their faith is 
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scarcely founded upon a rock, for no more objective treatment could 
readily be conceived. The author nowhere injects a personal opinion.” 
Hence, the only feasible line of approach for critics lay in an assault 
upon Beard’s attitude towards world affairs and our entry into the 
second World War. Nevertheless, any testimonials as to Beard’s his- 
torical prowess are, invariably, a red flag to the Smearbund bull. Only 
this consideration makes such things as Lewis Mumford’s resignation 
from the National Institute of Arts and Letters or Harry D. Gideonse’s 
explosion in the New Leader of June 12, 1948, at all explicable. 

The difficulty of attacking Beard on the basis of his standing as an 
historian diverted most of the smearing of him into the allegation that 
his work is invalidated and unreliable because he was an “isolationist.” 
The absurdity of this charge I shall deal with later on in my comment 
on Lewis Mumford. Dr. Beard did, from 1937 onward, courageously 
and sanely warn against the manner in which the Roosevelt policies 
were cdging us into a foreign war against the will of the overwhelming 
mass of the American people in what was supposed to be a democratic 
system of government. Beard’s stand may or may not have been wise, 
though the facts today overwhelmingly prove its soundness, but such 
an attitude has nothing whatever to do with any literal isolationism, 
unless one defines internationalism as chronic meddling abroad and 
unwavering and invariable support of our entry into any extant foreign 
war. 

The irresponsibility of this form of smearing Beard is well illus- 
trated by the assertion of Samuel Eliot Morison and Perry Miller that 
Beard was an ignorant isolationist with an archaic and naive view of 
world affairs because he was deaf and lived on a farm, thus implying 
that he had shut himself off from the world and human associations 
and did not know what was going on about him. That such charges 
were utterly without foundation is well known to anybody with any 
knowledge whatever of Beard and his mode of life, and must have 
been known to be untrue by Admiral Morison and Miller, themselves. 

Dr. Beard provided himself with a most efficient hearing instru- 
ment which enabled him to carry on personal conversations with the 
utmost facility. He probably enjoyed wider personal contact with 
scholars and publicists than any other American historian down to the 
day of his death. He was visited at his suburban home constantly by 
a stream of prominent academic and scholarly admirers. He travelled 
widely and spent his winters in North Carolina. His deafness did not 
affect his personal relations or scholarly interests and activities in the 
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slightest. His mode of life, at the most, only gave him the occasional 
quiet and detachment needed to digest and interpret the mass of infor- 
mation which came to him as a result of his wide reading and his 
extensive personal contacts with American and foreign scholars, both 
young and old. His dairy farm was twenty miles from his home. 

I was present at a conference on foreign affairs attended by about 
forty leading savants. Most of them wrung their hands about the sorry 
state of the world today, but only two or three were frank and candid 
enough to discern and admit that the majority of the conditions which 
they were so dolorously deploring stemmed directly from the foreiga 
policies of Franklin D. Roosevelt, from the Chicago Bridge Speech of 
October, 1937, to the Yalta Conference of early 1945. Beard was asssailed 
for his “isolationism” and “cultural lag’ by both the chairman and 
the chief participant for no earthly reason save that he opposed the 
policies which had led to the chaos over which the conference was 
holding the coroner’s inquest but with no intention of declaring it a 
homicide or seeking the culprit. They vented their spleen on the man 
who had advised against risking the ambuscade which led to the mur- 
der. 

The whole issue of “isolationism” and the epithet “isolationist” 
has been only a very effective phase of the smearing technique invented 
and applied by the interventionists between 1937 and Pearl Harbor, 
and so naively exposed and betrayed by Professor Walter Johnson in 
his book, The Battle Against Isolation. 

It is both vicious and silly to brand a person an “isolationist” 
merely because he opposed our entry into the second World War. Per- 
sonally, I opposed our entry with all the energy and power at my com- 
mand—just as vigorously as did Beard. But it happens that I also wrote 
one of the longest chapters in the first important book ever published in 
behalf of the League of Nations and have ever since supported any 
move or policy which seemed to me likely to promote international 
good will and world peace. Sane internationalism is one thing; it is 
something quite different to support entry into a war likely to ruin 
civilization mainly to promote the political prospects of a domestic 
leader, however colorful and popular, to satisfy the neurotic com- 
pulsions of special interests, and to pull the chestnuts of foreign nations 
out of the fire. The preposterous character of the whole process of 
smearing via the method of alleging “isolationism” has been devastat- 
inly revealed by Professor George A. Lundberg in his article on 
“Semantics in International Relations” in American Perspective (June 


22 


1948, pp. 127-132). Senator Taft recently put the matter in a nut- 
shell when he asserted that to call any responsible person an isolationist 
today is nothing less than idiocy—one might add, malicious idiocy. 

Actually, the current vintage of internationalists—the Globaloney 
and interventionist crowd who have taken over internationalism in this 
country since about 1936—have not served the cause of internationalism 
and peace. The internationalists of the earlier era, for whom I wrote 
and lectured from coast to coast for twenty years after 1918, were true 
believers in international good will and peace and worked to secure 
thesc objectives. The Globaloney and interventionist crowd, while 
prating about internationalism and peace, have done more than any- 
body else except the totalitarian dictators to promote nationalism and 
revive and direct the war spirit. They have created an unprecedented 
spirit of nationalism, militarism and imperialism in the United States 
and have helped to provoke a similar development in Soviet Russia. 
While blatant nationalism was checked very temporarily in Germany 
and Italy, it has been stimulated elsewhere, from England to Indonesia, 
the East Indies and South Africa. The United Nations have steadily 
become more nationalistic and less united, and the world trembles and 
shivers on the brink of the third world war before the peace treaties 
have all been negotiated to conclude the second. There is all too much 
truth in the statement of an eminent publicist that Alger Hiss’ long 
continued and admitted activities as an aggressive internationalist of 
the recent vintage did far more harm to the United States than handing 
over any number of secret State Department documents which he could 
have transcribed and transmitted to the Russians. 

Though Catholic circles have been unusually fair in tolerating 
the truth about the causes of the second World War, the pressure on 
the editors was so great that even the enlightened Commonweal pev- 
mitted Mason Wade to smear Beard in its columns. But the most 
irresponsible attempt to smear Beard as an “isolationist” came with 
almost uniquely bad taste from the pen of Harry D. Gideonse, who 
reviewed Beard’s President Roosevelt and the Coming of the War, 1941, 
in the New Leader June 12, 1948. 

Beard was a native-born American who labored mightily for some 
fifty years to improve many phases of American intellectual and public 
life. No American historian, past or present, had a more honorable 
record as an active and effective intellectual patriot. He had never writ- 
ten a word which placed the interests of other nations above those of 
our country. Mr. Gideonse, on the other hand, is Dutch-born, surely 

23 


an honorable paternity. But there is little evidence that he has ever 
become completely immersed in Americanism or has taken on a 
thoroughly American point of view. In his public statements over many 
years he has always given evidence of a robust internationalism which 
has little primary regard for American institutions or precedents. His 
internationalism appears to have a two-fold basis: a hangover of the 
Dutch imperialism of the Dutch East India Company tycoons of the 
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries (see his letter in the New York 
Times, January 10, 1949), and the virus of current American Glob- 
aloney. Anyhow, it has paid off remarkably well, for Gideonse was 
summoned from Chicago to Columbia University and then, to the 
zmazement even of his friends, suddenly catapulated into the presidency 
of Brooklyn College in 1939. 

While Gideonse finds other non-factual grounds for assaulting 
Beard, he holds that Beard’s alleged isolationism is afl that is needed 
to brush the book aside. Indeed, all that is required for that is the fact, 
as Gideonse tells us twice in the course of his review, that it has been 
praised as a very great book by the “isolationist” Chicago Tribune. It 
might be cogently observed that the Tribune has also praised the Bible, 
Shakespeare’s works, and Einstein’s writings on relativity. But Gideonse 
has not laughed this off as yet. If praise by the Chicago Tribune were 
not enough to destroy the validity of Beard’s book, then, in Gideonse’s 
view, it would be amply disposed of by the fact that he quotes even 
relatively sparingly statements by eminent “isolationists” like Senators 
Burton K. Wheeler and Gerald P. Nye. Not even the fact, which 
Gideonse concedes, that he also cites Eleanor Roosevelt frequently and 
with respect can redeem Beard after he revealed any acquaintance with 
the statements of allegedly nefarious “isolationist” personalities. 

‘Though, as we have made clear, reviewers have, naturally, been a 
trifle hesitant in daring to minimize Beard’s status as an historian, 
Walter Millis and Gideonse have not been dismayed or sidetracked 
even here. In his review of Beard’s President Roosevelt and the Com- 
ing of the War, rogr, in the Herald-Tribune “Books,” April 11, 1918, 
Millis contended that Beard is not entitled to rank as an objective 
historian according to academic fictions, but really belongs back with 
Tertullian, Orosius, Gregory of Tours, and other “Dark Age” exem- 
plars of the “Devil theory of history.” 

But it remained for Gideonse to sail in and seek to divest Beard 
of all claims to any standing as an historical scholar. Just why Gideonse 
should presume to pass on questions of historiography and to grade 
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historians is not quite evident, though he has been doing so for some 
years. Professionally, though admittedly a very talented classroom ora- 
tor and an effective “rabble rouser” of the student body, he was only 
a somewhat obscure economist when he strode into Flatbush with his 
mace. But Gideonse does not hesitate to administer a sharp slap to the 
members of the American Historical Association who elected Beard to 
their presidency in 1933 by pooh-poohing the general scholarly opinion 
that Beard was the “dean of living American historians.” This notion 
and pretension, says Gideonse, is purely “fictitious.” Actually, according 
ta Gideonse, Beard has only been a lifelong political pamphleteer, 
and his books on Roosevelt’s foreign policy are cheap journalism. 

In the light of all this, one could read with considerable amuse- 
ment and sardonic humor an announcement in the New York Times 
of September 8, 1948, that Gideonse opened the college year at Flat- 
bush with an address to entering freshmen in which he gravely and 
sternly asserted that “truthfulness” is a main and indispensable quali- 
fication of a college teacher; one which does not, perhaps, extend to 
college presidents. 

There were many other attacks on Beard’s Jast two great books. 
They usually took one of two forms. The first were efforts to dispose 
cf them by brief, casual Jovian or flippant smears, without giving any 
attention whatever to the facts or meeting the arguments of the books. 
Such were Arthur M. Schlesinger Jr.'s smear in the Partisan Review, 
implying that Beard sought to justify collaboration with the Nazis, 
Max Lerner’s slur to the effect that they were “two rather weird 
affairs,” Perry Miller’s description of them as “two frenetic indictinents 
of Franklin Roosevelt” (implying, if Miller knew the meaning of the 
words he was using, that Beard must have been insane), Peter Levin’s 
tossing them off as “old-hat, anti-Rooseveltian mud,” and Quincy 
Wright’s even briefer disposition of them as “a strange argument” 
(strange, presumably, to Wright, in that the argument was based on 
facts). 

The other type of approach has been to smother the book under 
a vast welter of side issues, non sequiturs, and irrelevant scoldings. ‘Vhis 
was well illustrated by the procedure of Charles C. Grifhn, an expert on 
Latin American history, who was selected to review Beard’s last book 
for the American Historical Review (January, 1949). He buried the 
book under 414 pages of impenetrable, irrelevant and disapproving 
fog, rarely coming to grips with the essential facts and arguments. 
About the only fair and scholarly review that the book received was 
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by the chief authority in the field, Professor Charles C. ‘Vansill, in the 
Mississippi Valley Historical Review, December 1948 (pp. 532-34). 

On the occasion of Beard’s death one might have supposed that 
the opportunity would have been taken to pay a tribute to his great- 
ness as a teacher, historian, political scientist, and liberal, at least in 
those journals where Beard had been for years one of the most honored 
contributors and in articles by writers who had long been admirers of 
Beard until he began to examine Roosevelt foreign policy. Instead 
of this, we were treated to an obscene performance which reminded 
fair observers of jackals and hyenas howling about the body of a dead 
lion. Especially in point were the articles by Max Lerner in the New 
Republic, October 25 and November 1, 1948; by Perry Miller in the 
Nation, September 25, 1948; and by Peter Levin in Tomorrow, March, 
1949. 

In these articles, most of the smears which had been irresponsibly 
thrown at Beard during the previous several years were amalgamated 
and he was portrayed as a senile, embittered and confused “isolationist” 
and a traitor to the liberal cause. There was even an effort to under- 
mine confidence in Beard’s monumental books which had preceded his 
volumes on the foreign policy of President Roosevelt. Lerner held up 
to ridicule Beard’s social and civic ideal: “A continental economy, 
spaciously conceived, controlled in a common-sense way, yielding a 
gracious life without all the horrors of foreign entanglements.” As of 
1951, such an ideal might well evoke the heartiest cnthusiasm on the 
part of thoughtful Americans. Lerner characterized Roosevelt’s foreign 
policy as a consistent attempt to promote “the collective democratic 
will reluctantly having to shape a world in which it could survive.” 
How well it succeeded in achieving this result will be apparent from 
my review of Chamberlin’s America’s Second Crusade which is printed 
in the appendix to this edition of the brochure. 

The reception accorded Chamberlin’s America’s Second Crusade 
was in keeping with the blackout procedure and in line with that 
given to the Morgenstern and Beard volumes. Chamberlin was too 
important and well-known an author to be given the silent treatment 
by all newspapers and periodicals, though the leading liberal periodi- 
cals have tended to ignore his book. It, naturally, was glowingly praised 
in the Chicago Tribune, and equally lavishly smeared by the New York 
Post. 

The New York Times treated the book about as badly as feasible 
under the circumstances. While it placed a long review of a slight book 
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by the elder Schlesinger on page 3 of the Sunday Book Review Maga- 
zine, it relegated Chamberlin’s volume to page 34. It chose as the 
reviewer of the book, Professor Samuel Flagg Bemis, well known as one 
of the bitterest critics of revisionist writing. 

But even Professor Bemis was unable to make much headway 
against Mr. Chamberlin’s facts and logic. He frankly admitted that he 
would not “argue the case with Mr. Chamberlin.” In reviewing the 
Morgenstern book, Professor Bemis had written that the American 
situation in late 1941 constituted “the most awful danger that ever 
confronted our nation.” He still stuck to this thesis, despite his admission 
that there is no factual basis for it: “That captured Nazi archives do 
not reveal any actual plans to attack the New World, as Mr. Chamberlin 
repeatedly stresses, docs not make any difference. The intention was 
there.” Professor Bemis pictured Germany and Japan as. “the two 
colossi whose power in victory would have closed on our freedom with 
the inexorable jaws of a global vise.” Therefore, our second crusade 
was a success and a necessity, even though Bemis admits that Stalin is 
now more powerful than Japan and Germany could ever have become, 
and his power is concentrated in one nation rather than being divided 
among two, who might often have clashed: “Stalin has stepped into 
everything that Hitler and Japan first started out to get, and more. 
Soviet Russia has rolled up an agglomeration of power greater than 
ever menaced the United States, even in 1941.” 

Professor Bemis concludes his review with what is possibly the 
most incredible example of “foot-swallowing” in the whole history of 
book reviewing: “One thing ought to be evident to all of us: by our 
victory over Germany and Japan, no matter what our folly in losing 
the peace, we have at least survived to confront the second even greater 
menace of another totalitarian power. ... We might not stand vis a vis 
the Soviets today if President Roosevelt had not entertained a convic- 
tion that action against the Axis was necessary.” In other words, all 
the physical, financial and moral losses of the United States in the 
second World War were justified and well expended in order to make 
inevitable another world war against a far stronger enemy. With these 
comments we may well leave Professor Bemis to the logicians. 

The New York Herald-Tribune handled the Chamberlin book 
much as did the Times. It placed the review on the twelfth page, fol- 
lowing reviews of many relatively trivial volumes. It did not seek out 
a professorial critic, but assigned one of its own “hatchet-men,” August 
Heckscher, to write the review. While the book was smeared as a 
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revival of “pre-war isolationism,” Myr. Heckscher was not able to suc- 
ceed any better than Professor Bemis in disposing of Mr. Chamberlin’s 
material and arguments. He had to rest satisfied with espousing the 
“perpetual war for perpetual peace” program of our current interna- 
tionalists. Though the first and second crusades failed to provide peace, 
security and prosperity, we can “keep on trying.” Other and more 
bloody crusades may turn the trick, though even Arnold J. Toynbee 
has admitted that any further crusades may leave only the pygmies— 
or, perhaps, only the apes or ants—to wrestle with the aftermath. 

Perhaps the most remarkable example of smearing the Chamberlin 
book was the review which was published in the New Leader for No- 
vember 27, 1950, and was written by our old friend, Harry D. Gideonse. 

The New Leader is a sprightly journal controlled mainly by 
Socialists and ex-Socialists who deserted Norman Thomas in his brave 
stand against our entry into the second World War and by totalitarian 
liberals. Both groups were fanatically in favor of our intervention in 
the second World War and are now in the vanguard of those who wish 
us to enter a third crusade in the interest of perpetual war for perpet- 
ual peace and the suppression of Red sin throughout the world. Mr. 
Chamberlin writes for this periodical, though his presence seems some- 
what incongruous in such an editorial group. 

But the fact that Mr. Chamberlin is a regular contributor to the 
New Leader weighed less heavily with the editor than his offense in 
debunking our first and second crusades and his warning against our 
entering a third. Therefore, it was decided that Chamberlin’s book 
must be smeared, and a man was chosen to do it who could be relied 
upon. There was no doubt about Gideonse’s dependability for the 
task, both from his well-known general attitude towards intervention- 
ism and his elaborate earlier smearing of Beard in the New Leadev. 

Gideonse did not let the editor down, except that he was only 
able to bring to bear against Chamberlin the same threadbare smears 
that he had used against Beard. He leads off with a blanket condem- 
nation: “This is a bitter and unconvincing book.’”’ The worthlessness 
of much of Chamberlin’s book, according to Gideonse, requires noth- 
ing more in the way of proof than to show that he agrees with Colonel 
McCormick and the Chicago Tribune: “At least half of the contents of 
Mr. Chamberlin’s book is another rehash of the Chicago Tribune 
history of World War II.” Gideonse repeats the old alarmist dud to 
the effect that, if we had not gone to war against Hitler, he would 
have made a vassal of Stalin and Soviet Russia and would have con- 
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trolled the Old World “from the English Channel to Vladivostock.” 
In the December 18th issue of the New Leader, Chamberlin submitted 
a crushing answer to Gideonse and other smearing reviewers. 

The New York Post called Chamberlin a “totalitarian conservative” 
and painted him as a special favorite of the McCormick-Patterson Axis. 
The overwhelming majority of the reviews of the book did not rise 
above the level of smearing, the lowest point of which was reached in 
the review by James M. Minifie in the Saturday Review of Literature, 
November 18, 1950. 

The Sanborn volume, Design for War, had much the same recep- 
tion as the books by Morgenstern, Beard, and Chamberlin. There 
were few favorable reviews except in scattered and relatively obscure 
newspapers. The New York Times had it reviewed by Samuel Flage 
Bemis, and Gordon A. Craig smeared it in the New York Hevald- 
Tribune. Te was bitterly smeared in the New Leader, March 26, 1951, 
bv Felix Wittmer. Nearly all the important periodicals, including the 
Nation, New Republic, Harper's, Allantic, and the Saturday Review of 
Literature, refused to review the book at all. 

Probably the most extreme job of smearing ever turned in on a 
liberal who attacked the foreign policy of Roosevelt was done on [olin 
T. Flynn, whose revisionist writings were limited to two brochures cn 
Pearl Harbor. Flynn had long been a special favorite of the liberal 
journals. He was probably the Icading specialist for the New Republic 
in exposing the evils of finance capitalism. His Security Speculation 
was a masterpiece in this field. His Graft in Business was, perhaps, the 
ablest indictment of the business ideals and methods of the Harding- 
Coolidge regime. He was one of the staff who aided Mr. Pecora in his 
investigation of the sins of Wall Street. He also was an assistant to 
Senator Gerald P. Nye in the famous munitions and armament inves- 
tigation. He was at one time a member of the Board of Higher Educa- 
tion in New York City and a lecturer at the New School for Social 
Research. Few men rated higher in the esteem of Eastern liberals. 

But when Flynn became a leading member of the America First 
movement and began to oppose President Roosevelt’s war policy, his 
erstwhile liberal admirers, who had taken to warmongering, turned on 
him savagely. Their animus increased when Flynn revealed the fascist 
trends in our war policy in his book As We Go Marching, and when 
he told the truth about Pearl Harbor in two trenchant brochures. Since 
that time he has been the victim of incessant smearing by the totali- 
tarian liberals and the interventionist crowd. They have done their 
best to drive him into penury and obscurity. Only his fighting Irish 
spirit has enabled him to survive. Even the Progressive, despite its anti- 
war policy, joined in the smearing of Flynn. 
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5. INTERVENTIONISM AND NATIONAL SELF-PRESERVATION 


In addition to smearing and obscuring Neo-Revisionism and Neo- 
Revisionists, the shocktroops of the “historical blackout’ fall back upon 
the assertion that, whatever the numerous deceptions and public immor- 
ality of Mr. Roosevelt’s foreign policy, all this is trivial and beside the 
point, because it was a matter of national self-preservation for the 
United States to enter the second World War and crush Hitler before 
the Nazi Blitzkrieg engulfed us. One recalls Mr. Roosevelt's fearsome 
reference to ‘“Hitler’s timetable” to invade Iowa, the official talk about 
the ease of invading the United States via Dakar and Brazil, though 
such a movement of troops and supplies would have compelled the 
Nazis to traverse about three times the distance from Berlin to New 
York City, and frequent assertions alleging the discovery of secret Nazi 
plans for the invasion of the United States, despite the fact that the 
Nazis were not able to cross the less than 20 miles of the Dover Strait, 
when Britain was virtually helpless. Professor Samucl Flagg Bemis of 
Yale University has described the American situation late in 1941 as 
“the most awful danger that ever confronted our nation,” and Walter 
Lippmann has written of “our mortal peril” at this time. 

Even such documentary material as has already appeared, most of 
it official, has completely blasted the myth that Hitler had even the 
most remote notion of invading the United States at any predictable 
period. 

General George C. Marshall, in his official Report as Chief of Staff 
at the end of the War clearly stated that the Nazis had no actual plan 
of world domination. Indeed, he says, they did not have any plan for 
effective collaboration with the other two members of the Axis. In fact, 
they had no good long-range program for the best deployment and 
utilization of Nazi military forces to conquer Europe. Marshall further 
confirmed this in his deposition for use in the Tokyo trials. Further 
information to the same effect is contained in the Nuremberg and 
other revelations relative to Hitler’s orders to the Nazi navy and in the 
documents on Nazi-Soviet Relations released by our Government in 
1948-49. 

More precise is the information contained in an official Report to 
the Secretary of the Army on “Foreign Logistical Organizations and 
Methods” submitted in October, 1947, and summarized in an article 
June (1948) issue of the Quartermaster Review by Col. A. G. Texley. 
en “The Mobilization of German Economic Reserves,” in the May- 
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This material shows that the German economic program and military 
organization were laid out only for short and decisive campaigns on 
one front at a time—and all fronts to be in Europe or North Africa. 
Germany was not even prepared to conduct the war she actually had to 
wage with Russia. Hitler expected a short, whirlwind victory. ‘There was 
nothing in the German military program which remotely envisaged an 
invasion of the United States, even in the event of a German victory 
in Europe. The lack of German economic preparation for any war of 
world conqucst, or even for a long European war, is documented in 
detail by Dr. Burton Klein in an article on “Germany's Preparation 
for War; a Re-Examination,’ in the American Economic Review, 
March, 1948. Indeed, in the years prior to 1939, Germany did not spend 
much more of her national income for preparedness than France and. 
Britain, which have been commonly regarded as almost criminally 
negligent in respect to war preparations before 1939. 

Some authorities admit that Hitler did not literally intend to 
invade the United States but they maintain that we had to intervene 
to prevent the destruction of Britain. This argument has no more 
validity than the thesis of Hitler’s plan for world conquest. Hitler was 
an even more servile admirer of Britain than the Kaiser who lost his 
throne primarily because of his futile efforts to woo Britain. Hitler 
was destroyed because of the same attitude and efforts. A good illustra- 
tion of Hitler’s atutude towards Britain was contained in his speech of 
April I, 1939: 

“By whatever means Great Britain has acquired her colonial terri 
torics—and I know they were those of force and often brutality—never- 
theless I know full well that no other Empire has ever come into being 
in any other way and that in the final result it is not so much the 
methods that are to be taken into account and not the success of the 
methods, as such, but the general good that the methods yield. The 
Anglo-Saxon people has accomplished immeasurable colonizing work 
in the world, and for this work I have sincere admiration.” 

Hitler made sincere but futile efforts to make peace with Britain 
after the Polish war. He called off the attack on the British and 
allowed them to escape from Dunkirk. He fatally delayed and mini- 
mized the effort to bring Britain to peace by an air attack. There is no 
doubt that he condoned, if he did not inspire, the Hess journey to 
Britain. On May 24, 1940, after Dunkirk, he spoke candidly of Britain 
with General von Rundstedt and other members of his staff. One of 
the latter, General Blumentritt, reports Hitler’s observations as follows: 
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“He then astonished us by speaking with admiration of the British 
Empire, of the necessity for its existence, and of the civilization that 
Britain had brought into the world. He remarked, with a shrug of his 
shoulders, that the creation of its Empire had been achteved by means 
that were often harsh, but ‘where there is planing there are shavings 
Sying. He compared the British Empire with the Catholic Church— 
saying that they were both essential elements of stability in the world. 
He said that all he wanted from Britain was that she should acknowl- 
edge Germany’s position on the Continent, The return of Germany's 
lost colonies would be desirable but not essential, and he would even 
offer to support Britain with troops if she should be involved in any 
difficulties anywhere.” 

This, it may be noted, was not spoken for public consumption 
and may be regarded as a sincere expression of Hitler’s attitude towards 
Britain at the moment she lay more or Iess helpless before him. 

Ji Roosevelt and Churchill had really wished to deliver the world 
from the menace of totalitarianism, they had their god-given oppor- 
tunity on June 22, 1941. England could have withdrawn from the War 
and made peace with Hitler on the most favorable terms—even gained 
him as an ally. Hitler had no designs whatever on the United States, 
so we would not have been endangered by this turn of events, Then, 
Hitler and Stalin could have fought each other to a standstill and 
fatally weakened the two great totalitarian states and systems—exactly 
what the Baldwin-Chamberlin foreign policy had originally envisaged. 
Mr. ‘Truman, then a Senator, strongly supported this policy. It would 
have left the United States and England the dominant powers in the 
world, and they might then have made it a predominantly “free world.” 
At the present time, and in any predictable future, the term “a free 
world” is merely an evasive semantic example of ‘““Ninetecn Eighty-four” 
“Newspeak” and “Doublethink.” 

But any such superbly statesmanlike action when Hitler invaded 
Russia would have removed the glamor of war Icadership from 
Churchill and would have made it difficult or impossible for Roosevelt 
to achieve the role of of a war leader, and ultimately a world leader, 
which he craved. Churchill could no longer have gone on strutting, 
scowling, gesticulating and exercising his oratorical talents in spectacular 
fashion on a world stage, and Roosevelt’s melodious radio broadcasts 
could never have taken on the dramatic character that they did after 
Pearl Harbor. Hence, civilization had to be gravely menaced and 
the world made ready for a third world war which will probably 
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extinguish what remained of civilization and human decency after the 
second. We know that Churchill and Roosevelt discussed British with- 
drawal from the war at the time of the German attack on Russia and 
permitting Hitler and Stalin to destroy each other, and that they agreed 
in rejecting such a move. Churchill then proceeded to make his “pact 
with the Devil,” and Roosevelt to lay his plans to provoke Japan to 
fire the first shot. This decision must be regarded by realistic historians 
as one of the two or three most decisive turning-points in the history 
of the human race, and it was determined mainly by the personal vanity 
and ambition of two opportunist politicians. 

It may be difficult for humanely-minded persons to conceive that 
men could prolong and extend a devastating war because of personal 
expediency and ambition. But such persons fail to reckon with the 
personal traits of Churchill and Roosevelt. 

It is well known that Churchill was never so happy as in the midst 
of war and carnage, especially if he was dramatically connected with 
such events. The eminent English publicist, F. S. Oliver, has written 
of Churchill: “From his youth up Mr. Churchill has Joved with all his 
heart, with all his mind, with all his soul, and with all his strength, 
three things, war, politics, and himself. He loved war for its dangers, 
be loves politics for the same reason, and himself he has always loved 
for the knowledge that his mind is dangerous—dangerous to his enemies, 
dangerous to his friends, dangerous to himself. I can think of no man 
1 have ever met who would so quickly and so bitterly cat his heart out 
in Paradise.” 

Roosevelt’s love of war is not so wel! known, but the evidence 
establishes it just as firmly. During the first World War, he delivered 
himself of many tributes to Mars. Even his friendly biographers admit 
that, until he was weighed down by physical disease in his last year, 
he had never been so happy as during the second World War. In a 
letter to George VI, written after the fatal Casablanca Conference 
which sealed the doom of Europe, if not of the world, Roosevelt wrote: 
“A truly mighty meeting. ... As for Mr. Churchill and myself 1 need 
not tell you that we make a perfectly matched team in harness and 
out—and incidentally we had lots of fun together as we always do.” 
In the light of the disasters to humanity which followed in the wake 
of this fun making, the cynicism of Nero’s fiddling during the burning 
of Rome all but fades out. 

William Henry Chamberlin has cogently contrasted the attitudes 
of Lincoln and Roosevelt when facing the dire calamities of warfare: 
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“There is a marked contrast between Roosevelt's psychology as a war 
leader and Lincoln’s. The Civil War President was often bowed down 
by sorrow over the tragic aspects of the historic drama in which he was 
called to play a leading part. His grief for the men who were dying 
on both sides of the fighting lines was deep and hearty and unaffected. 
One finds little trace of this mood in Roosevelt's war utterances. 
There is no Gettysburg Address in Roosevelt’s state papers. The Presi- 
dent’s familiar mood is one of jaunty, cocksure, sometimes flippant, 
self-confidence.” Roosevelt’s fun making at Casablanca was, apparently, 
not marred or lessened by the prospect of the reduction of the great 
cities of Europe and innumerable historical sites to rubble, to say 
nothing of the massacre of millions of men, women and children. 

There is fairly conclusive evidence, drawn from authentic cap- 
tured Polish documents, Roosevelt’s assurances to Anthony Eden on 
his visit to Washington in December, 1938, his statement to Edward 
Benes at Hyde Park in May, 1939, that the United States would surely 
enter any European war against Hitler, what we know of the Tyler 
Kent case, and the like, that, but for Mr. Roosevelt’s pressure on 
Britain, France and Poland, and his commitments to them before 
September, 1939, especially to Britain, and the irresponsible antics of 
his agent provocateur, William C. Bullitt, there would probably have 
been no European war in 1939, or, perhaps for many years thereafter. 
Hitler’s demands on Poland in 1939 were probably the most reasonable 
in his whole diplomatic record. At any rate, it is probable that, but for 
British intervention in 1939, with American pressure and approval, any 
Furopean war that broke out in the years to come would have been a 
war of Germany against Russia. This would have fatally weakened the 
two great totalitarian powers and left the Western democracies in 
control of the destinies of civilization. 

Further, Professor Hans Rothfels’ book on German Opposition to 
Hitler (1948), and A. W. Dulles’ German’s Underground (1947), 
revealing Roosevelt's adamant refusal to have anything whatever to 
do with the German underground forces, taken together with the 
utterly ruthless, irresponsible, and disastrous Casablanca unconditionai 
surrender program, afford good ground for believing that Mr. Roose- 
velt was only incidently interested in speedily overthrowing Hitler, 
but was more concerned with provoking, entering, and prolonging a 
war which would add to his personal lustre and assure his tenure of 
political power. The same assumption is borne out by the Japanese 
situation, because President Roosevelt had in his hands before he left 
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for Yalta much the same Japanese terms of peace which we accepted in 
August, 1945. This was before several of the bloodiest engagements in 
the Pacific and over six months before the “atomizing’’ of Hiroshima 
and Nagasaki. At Yalta Roosevelt made incredible concessions to Stalin 
with respect to both Europe and the Far East in order to induce Stalin 
to declare war on Japan, though Roosevelt knew at the time that the 
Japanese craved peace as a beaten nation and that there was not the 
slightest need for Russian intervention to crush Japan. 

Hence, the whole silly notion of “most awful danger” and “mortal 
peril” falls apart completely. Not only did we have nothing to fear in 
the way of a Nazi invasion or need to intervene in the European war 
to save Britain from destruction at the hands of the Nazis, but the 
situation in Europe and the world today would, in all probability, be 
far more favorable for us and the “free nations” if we had kept out 
of the conflict. Hitler could not have destroyed Russia, the two great 
totalitarian powers would, in all probability, have bled each other 
white and some balance of power could have been maintained in the 
Old World. There would have been no such economic chaos in Europe 
as there is today and no need for the Marshall Plan or the more than 
30 billion dollars we have poured into Europe since V-J Day. Like- 
wise, in the Far East, Japan would have remained potent to checkmate 
Russian expansion and the growth of Communism in that vast region. 
We have raised Russia to a position of complete domination in 
the Old World, destroyed for generations any balance of power, and 
brought about a situation where we can check Russian expansion only 
by a third world war which will finish off what remains of civilization. 
There may be little basis for the current hysterical fear of Russian 
ageression, but surely Russia is stronger than Nazi Germany could 
ever have become and has far more robust plans for further expansion 
of territory and hegemony. Further, our entry into war was what ulti- 
mately made possible the victory of the Chinese Communists, adding 
about 500 million orientals as Soviet satellites, with the possibility 
that tens of millions more in southeastern Asia may fall into the same 
orbit. 


6. REVISIONISM AS AN OBSTACLE TO PEACE AND INTERNA- 
TIONAL GOOD WILL 


Akin to the argument for national self-preservation and even more 
of a hollow sham is the charge that Revisionism after the first World 
War lost the fruits of peace and promoted the rise of Hitler, and that 
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the Neo-Revisionism of today will lose the present “peace” and possi- 
bly bring on a greater and worse Hitler. This is the argument developed 
at length by Professor Bemis in his review of Morgenstern’s book in 
the Journal of Modern History, March, 1947. Here he states that Revis- 
jonism after the first World War lost the peace of Versailles and 
“assisted the rise of Hitler to power and his onslaught on Western 
civilization.” Then, he goes on to ask: “Will the new revisionism help 
to lose the second peace as the first revisionism helped to lose the first 
peace?” 

One could counter this argument at once by asking Professor Bemis 
what peace there is today that Revisionists or anybody else could help 
to lose? Indeed, in his review of Chamberlin, Bemis admits that we have 
already lost the peace through political “folly.” But we will pass this by 
and consider the issue of Revisionism, Hitler and peace. Since Professor 
Bemis is a man of normal mental equipment and was alive and active 
in the 1920’s he cannot help knowing that his above-quoted assertions 
are a complete misstatement of the facts and are precisely contrary to 
the truth. 

The fact is that such revisionist scholars as had any interest 
beyond establishing historical truth sought to get a decent revision of 
the Treaty of Versailles and allied pacts primarily so as to assure jus- 
tice for the conquered nations and to prevent the rise of Hitler or 
anybody like him. I made this crystal-clear in all of my writings on 
responsibility for the first World War and so did all the other Revis- 
fonists who made any effort to indicate the practical implications of 
their writings. It was the historians and public figures who rejected 
the facts and relentlessly opposed the revision of the harsh post-war 
treaties who “helped to lose the peace” after the first World War and 
to bring in Hitler to revise the treaties by bluster, threat and force. 
And the writers, publicists and public figures who are today trying to 
blackout the facts relative to responsibility for the second World War 
and its consequences are the persons who are now getting the world 
ready for a third world war, world chaos, and the inevitable trimuph 
of world Communism if any number of people survive the war. 

The most active group in this field of endeavor is an organization 
which, with characteristic brazenness, designates itself as the Society 
for the Prevention of World War III, though it might, in my opinion, 
more accurately be called “The Society for the Inevitable Assurance 
of World War III” and of Russian victory therein. It operates behind 
such respectable “fronts” as Mark Van Doren, but the active forces are 
the same old war horses who espouse doctrines similar or comparable 
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to those of Dr. Richard Brickner, author of the book, Is Germany 
incurable? Brickner implied that the German nation, being politically 
paranoid and incurably warlike, must be exterminated. Such active 
leaders in the Society are Edgar Ansell Mowrer, L. M. Birkhead, Louis 
Nizer, William L. Shirer, Rex Stout, William B. Ziff, Clifton Utley, 
znd the like. In its publications the Society follows the line of Lord 
Vansittart, Paul Winkler, and others of their stripe, who contend that 
Germany has launched most of the wars in western society since the 
days of Tacitus and Arminius. They not only attack and smear authors 
who seek to throw some light of truth on past and current history but 
also assail governmental measures which might restore the Continental 
economy and polity West of Russia and make it an effective bloc 
against Russian expansion in this area. Any civilized attitude towards 
Germany in the post-war period, such as that recommended in Freda 
Utley’s High Cost of Vengeance, is especially anathema to them. The 
following readily accessible facts expose the hollow sham in their whole 
frame of reference. 

There have been two outstanding studies of the frequency of wars 
in modern times and of the degree of participation of the leading 
nations therein—Part II of Volume III of Pitirim Sorokin’s Social and 
Cultural Dynamics; and Chapter IX of Volume I of Quincy Wright’s 
A Study of War. Both of these authors are rather intensely anti-German 
and vehemently interventionist. Let us sce how well even they bear 
out Vansittart’s persistent obsession that Germany is “the mother of 
war.” 

Covering the period from the twelfth century to 1925, Sorokin 
presents the following list of percentages of the total years studied in 
which the Ieading nations have been at war: 


Percent of 
Country Years at War 
Spain 2... eee ee eee tenet ene ees 67 
Poland 55 608s ele eed et UR Wee ee ha ie ores 58 
England. 35 4<ce2 cence y Quedt Olde oy aay Bile Eee es ons 56 
Prance tcc eshid st ohn inn a best kl ona ed de ci eae 50 
RASS 1A: wn Aesrs daca eats ie here Sal SEE co SR Sadia eds Seloee FHA erase 46 
Holland: si5 sed oie eta du bathe e HA ee LRA ea eee ews 44 
be) 36 
Germany 2... ccc cee cece eee eee eee .....28 


As Sorokin concludes (Page 352), the figures show “that Germany 
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has had the smallest and Spain the largest percent of years with war.” 
Of all the nations politically and militarily important in recent times, 
Vansittart’s own England stands at the head of the list for warlike 
activities. Even Holland, “the mother of peace,” has participated in war 
far more frequently than Germany. 

In his effort to estimate the relative bellicosity of the leading 
countries, Professor Wright deals with the period from 1480 to 1940. 
He finds that there were some 278 wars involving the European 
countries during this period. The percentage of participation by the 
principal states is as follows: 

“England, 28; France, 26; Spain, 23; Russia, 22; Austria, 19; Tur- 
key, 15; Poland, 11; Sweden, 9; Italy, 9; Netherlands, 8; Germany 
(including Prussia) , 8; and Denmark, 7.” (Page 221) 

This shows that, in modern times, England has been out in front 
in point of relative bellicosity among the nations, while Germany and 
the Netherlands stand at the bottom of the list, next to Denmark. Even 
this list by Wright does not reveal the full responsibility of England 
for wars in modern times, for it has been the wise and shrewd policy 
of British diplomacy to get other nations to fight Britain’s wars, when 
possible. Britain has stirred up wars in which she has not participated 
openly. This proves the superior statecraft of British diplomats and 
places them at the opposite pole from American politicians and diplo- 
mats since 1914. We force ourselves into wars that others have started. 
Not so the British unless their interests are very vitally involved. 


7 THE POLITICAL LIE AS SOUND STATECRAFT 


We now come to the seventh and final line of defense of the shock- 
troops of the blackout. The Army, Navy and Congressional Reports on 
Pearl Harbor, Morgenstern’s book, and particularly Beard’s volume on 
President Roosevelt and the Coming of the War, 1941, have made 
it impossible any Jonger to deny the fact that, as Clare Booth Luce put 
it at the Republican National Convention of 1944: “President Roose- 
velt lied us into war.” So, instead of continuing the former argument 
for the unswerving integrity and veracity of the Chief, the defenders 
of the Roosevelt legend now take the line that: “Sure, President Roose- 
velt lied about his foreign policy, but just think what a noble cause 
he lied for!” This line of defense has been developed, among others, 
by Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., Robert E. Sherwood, Gideonse, Henry 
Steele Commager, Paul H. Douglas, and Professor Thomas A. Bailey. 
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The latter states the idea most clearly and succinctly on pages 11-12 of 
his The Man in the Street (1948): 

“Franklin Roosevelt repeatedly deceived the American people 
during the period before Pearl Harbor. When he warned them against 
the aggressors he was branded a sensationalist. When he pointed to the 
perils of storm-cellar neutrality, he was branded an interventionist. 
When he urged adequate armaments, he was branded a warmonger. 
He was faced with a terrible dilemma. If he let the people slumber in 
a fog of isolation, they might well fall prey to Hitler. If he came out 
unequivocally for intervention, he would be defeated in 1940, or 
shelved for a candidate more willing to Jet the masses enjoy their 
fool’s paradise. If he was going to induce the people to move at all, 
he would have to trick them into acting for their best interests, or what 
he conceived to be their best interests. He was like the physician who 
must tell the patient lies for the patient’s own good. Congresswoman 
Clare Boothe Luce missed the point entirely when she violently charged 
in the campaign of 1944 that Roosevelt ‘lied us into a war because 
he did not have the political courage to lead us into it.’ The latter 
course would have been foolhardy rather than courageous. The country 
was overwhelmingly non-interventionist to the very day of Pearl Har- 
bor and an overt attempt to lead the people into war would have 
resulted in certain failure and almost certain ousting of Roosevelt in 
1940, with a consequent defeat for his ultimate aims.” 

In his vastly popular wrestlings with the wraith of Harry Hopkins, 
Sherwood appears to vindicate and approve the political lie as a sound 
technique of statecraft, admitting that President Roosevelt would prob- 
ably have been impeached if the public and Congress had known 
the truth about his foreign intrigues. The main requirement is the 
Machiavellian test, namely, that the lie must succeed; in other words, 
it must be plausible enough to be accepted by the people at election 
time. One is reminded here of Hitler’s famous eulogy of the lie in poli- 
tical strategy and of his classic statement that, if the lie is big enough, 
it is very likely to succeed, well borne out by probably the greatest and 
most successful political lie of all history: Winston Churchill’s whopper 
~“give us the tools and we will finish the job”’—made when Britain 
stood alone against Hitler’s military might. This helped to put over 
lend-lease. When the “finishing off” came, American troops actively in 
battle against the Nazis outnumbered the British by more then ten 
to one. 

We may illustrate the technique and ethics of the political lie as 
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utilized by President Roosevelt in his conduct of foreign affairs by 
teference to perhaps the most dramatic and crucial case of all. On 
September 2, 1940, a secret agreement was reached with Great Britain 
by the terms of which we gave Britain fifty Destroyers and received a 
ninety-nine year lease of naval and air bases from Newloundland to 
British Guiana. An official conference of top Government lawyers was 
held, at which it was fully agreed and conceded that this act put the 
United States into the War, both legally and morally. Oue of the ablest 
of the lawyers present cynically but cogently observed that times and 
methods had changed: in olden times, when war was decided upon, i 
herald was sent out on a white horse and with a trumpet to announce 
the news to the populace. But now, when war was determined upon, 
the decision and the supporting documents were locked in a safe and 
the people were assured that war was more remote than ever. 

There has been much debate as to when we actually entered the 
war—at the time of giving the English munitions after Dunkirk, at the 
time we stripped our air defenses for Britain, at the time of the 
Destroyer deal, during the Joint Staff Conference of January-March, 
1941, when convoying was begun in the spring of 1941, at the time 
of the embargo on Japan in July, 1941, or after Pearl Harbor. ‘The 
fact is that the top circles in official Washington had decided we were 
in the war when the Destroyer deal was consummated. “(wo months 
later, President Roosevelt was declaring in his campaign speech at 
Boston: 

“And while I am talking to you mothers and fathers, I give you 
one more assurance. 

“I have said this before, but I shall say it again and again and 
again. 

“Your boys are not going to be sent into any foreign wars.” 

Indeed, before the Destroyer deal, we had actually committed flag- 
rant acts of war when we gave the British a vast quantity of military 
materials immediately after Dunkirk, and when we stripped our airplane 
defenses to send planes to Britain, the act which led Secretary of War 
Harry H. Woodring, as a patriotic public servant, to resign in protest. 

In the full knowledge of all this, Judge Robert H. Jackson, who, 
as Attorney-General in 1940, put the rubber stamp of legal approval 
upon the ignoring of Congress in this decisive Destroyer ruse which 
put our country into the war, could later go with a straight face to 
Nuremberg and demand the death penalty for the Nazi leaders be- 
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cause of their aggressive policies and the deception of the German 
people. 

Even if we accept the thesis that Mr. Roosevelt lied for a great and 
noble cause, including national self-preservation, this idea of executive 
leadership via deception and contrary to the will of the people raises a 
serious issue relative to democratic government. ‘The conception of an 
irresponsible “Fuchrer’” deceiving his people, even Jor their own good, 
would have received hearty approval from Hitler and is the essence of 
the totalitarian technique in foreign policy—exactly what we were 
supposed to be fighting against in the late war. Not only Hitler or 
Stalin, but an absolute monarch like Louis XIV, would have warmly 
commended this procedure and diplomatic ethic. All of which goes to 
show how far totalitarian ideals permeated the ranks of those who were 
ostensibly organizing our power and morale to battle against Nazism. 

But the nobility of the “cause” is speedily fading out. The corner- 
stone of the “cause”—national self-preservation—is now a crumbled illus- 
ion. Roosevelt himself finally admitted that the Atlantic Charter was 
a synthetic fraud and a quasi-forgery. (See J. 1. Flynn, The Roosevelt 
Myth, pp. 385-386). None of the Four Freedoms has been realized and 
the situation in regard to most of them is worse than before 1939. ‘There 
is neither freedom, peace nor plenty but intolerance, censorship, 
wrangling, war-mongering, frantic and lavish military outlays in prep- 
eration for a third world war, and world-wide hunger, starvation and 
disease. The United Nations was already in a worse state of disintegra- 
tion before the cornerstone had been laid for its headquarters than the 
League of Nations was as late as the Ethiopian debacle. The United 
States is rapidly becoming a police state under a regime of military 
socialism. 

The net result of Roosevelt’s crusading for his allegedly noble 
cause has been succinctly stated by a distinguished publicist: “He lett 
the civilized West in ruins, the entire East a chaos of bullets and 
murder, and our own nation facing for the first time an enemy whose 
attack may be mortal. And to crown the summit of such fatal iniquity, 
he left us a world that can no Jonger be put together in terms of any 
moral principle.” 

There is no space here to elaborate on this sorry theme of the 
utter collapse of Mr. Roosevelt’s ostensible war program, but such 
Human Events Letters as those by Henry Beston (April 9, 1947 and 
October 29, 1947), by Felix Morley (May 21, 1947, August 13, 1947, 
October 1, 1947, March 24, 1948, and May 12, 1948), by William Henry 
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Chamberlin (April 16, 1947, December 17, 1947, June 30, 1948 and 
October 4, 1950), and by Edna Lonigan (January 1, 1947) amply uphold 
and establish the unwelcome and disheartening thesis that the “noble 
cause” for which Mr. Roosevelt is admitted to have lied so profusely 
is as much a fiction as the earlier dogma of his unimpeachable veracity. 
And for the present sorry state of the world, with civilization hanging 
in the balance, we have to thank more than anything else Mr. Roose- 
velt’s policies at Casablanca, Teheran, Quebec and Yalta. All this is 
set forth with devastating force in Mr. Chamberlin’s powerful book on 
America’s Second Crusade. Dr. William Neumann’s Making the Peace 
tells how we actually lost the peace. 

It is interesting to note that the fatuity and brutality of our post- 
war policy in Europe, at least until recently, is too much even for Harry 
Gideonse. In his review of Chamberlin’s book in the New Leader, 
November 27, 1950, he refers to “the almost incredible moral, economic 
and political stupidity of the so-called Morgenthau plan,” which Mr. 
Roosevelt put over at Quebec in September, 1944. 


8. SOME CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS ON THE BLACKOUT 


It will be interesting to await the next redoubt which will be 
thrown up by the “blackout boys,” other than to step up the traditional 
program of slander, intimidation and persecution by the Smearbund. 
It may take the line adopted by Edmund Blair Bolles in his review of 
Dr. Beard’s book in the New Republic of July 5, 1948, namely that it is 
untair to attack Mr. Roosevelt, whatever the extent of his “dissembling,” 
for we would have been bound to enter the War ‘ 
President.” 


‘no matter who was 


There is litthe doubt that we would have entered the war if 
Wendell Willkie had been clected President, for he admitted when 
testifying on Lend-Lease that all his opposition to war during the 
campaign of 1940 was only deceptive “campaign oratory.” But there is 
little reason to believe that we would have entered the War if Robert 
A. Taft had been elected President. Taft was virtually offered the 
Republican nomination by the same personalities and forces which 
later put over Willkie if he would sell out to the seaboard interven- 
tionist and Anglophile interests. This, as a good patriot, Senator Taft 
refused to do. 

The thesis that we cannot elect a President who will put the 
interests of his country ahead of his personal political ambitions and 
the importuning of pressure groups at home and supplicant foreign 
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nations is an assertion that I am still too old-fashioned and optimistic 
to accept. 

Indeed, the example of President Hoover disproves this argument. 
In January, 1932, Secretary of State Henry L. Stimson openly played 
his Lucifer hand in Far Eastern diplomacy. He took Hoover to the 
mountain top and, even if he did not promise him “all the kingdoms 
of this world,’ he did make it evident that Mr. Hoover could recoup 
his political fortunes and have every prospect of reelection in the 
autumn if he would make war on Japan. But Hoover would have 
nothing to do with the idea. A year later, Mr. Stimson had a rendezvous 
with Mr. Hoover’s newly-elected successor at Hyde Park and had no 
difficulty in selling his bill of goods. Roosevelt’s recently published 
letters show that he took the initiative in bringing about this monen- 
tous conference with Stimson on January 9, 1933. From that time 
onward, Mr. Roosevelt had an “ace in the hole” whenever he needed 
a foreign war to rehabilitate his political prospects at home. He played 
the ace in the summer and autumn of 1941. But, as James Farley has 
revealed, Roosevelt discussed the possibility of immediate war with 
Japan in his very first Cabinet meetings of March, 1933. 

It has been contended by some readers of earlier editions of this 
brochure that there is, really, no conspiracy to prevent the truth from 
being known about the responsibility for the second World War—it is 
just a matter of honest difference of opinion. Nobody personally 
acquainted with the reactions and techniques employed by opponents 
of Revisionism in both World Wars can take this argument seriously. 
There was some smearing in the 1920’s and there is some honest differ- 
ence of opinion today. But the situation is a difference in kind as weil 
as in degree. In the 1920's, editors and book publishers welcomed 
revisionist opinions, articles and books, even though they might 
criticize them. Revisionism was attacked by counter arguments and at 
least alleged facts. Not even so devious a sophist as Bernadotte Schmitt 
would have tried to toss off Sidney Fay’s work as “two weird volumes,” 
nor would even such diehards as William Stearns Davis, Charles 
Downer Hazen, Frank Malloy Anderson, or E. Raymond Turner have 
dared to dispose of Charles C. Tansill’s volume as a “frenetic attack” 
on Woodrow Wilson. There was a fairly wholesome give-and-take in 
the Revisionism of the 1920’s, and it was rare that a person’s character 
and heredity were impeached because of his views on 1914 and 1917. 
Michelson, Goebbels, Winchell, Carlson, and others, had not yet per- 
fected the smear technique, and some of the more powerful pressure 
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groups now conspiring to prevent the disclosure of truth were then the 
most ardent and persistent supporters of Revisionism. 

Further, and this is very important; in the 1920's writers on war 
responsibility were mainly expressing opinions on the deeds and motives 
of foreign statesmen, publicists and scholars. The opponents of Revision- 
ism in the 1920’s usually had no need to lie and smear to cover up 
their own delinquencies and mendacity in regard to the causes and 
conduct of the first World War. The reverse of this is true today. “Phere 
are few of the Roosevelt apologists or members of the present-day 
Smearbund who did not have some responsibility for bringing on the 
second World War, for directing or lauding it, for public lying during 
the war, or for generating and disseminating war-time mythology. 

Some idea of the factors, forces, pressure groups, and personnel 
responsible for restraining the publication and discussion of the truth 
with respect to the causes of the second World War, as well as the 
methods employed by the shocktroops of the blackout, can be obtained 
from John T. Flynn’s brochure, The Smear Terror (obtainable 
from the author, 35-11, 222nd St., Bayside, N. Y.); from the con- 
cluding pages of my chapter on “Historical Writing and Historical 
Science” in the book on Twentieth Century America, edited by Joseph 
S. Roucek and announced for publication by the Philosophical Library; 
from Dr. John H. Sachs’ booklet on Hatchet Men (obtainable 
from Lincoln Way Booklets, New Oxford, Adams County, Pennsyl- 
vania) ; and from Oswald G. Villard’s article on ““Book-Burning—U. 5. 
Style” in the Progressive, April 28, 1947. Most of these blackout organ- 
izations are offshoots, afhliates, or post-war successors of the War 
Writers’ Board, which was presided over by Rex Todhunter Stout, a 
writer of detective stories, whose claims to competence in historical 
matters equal those of a dishwasher in a Bowery restaurant to a mastery 
of hydraulic engineering. 


IV. GOEBBELS, OUR TOTALITARIAN LIBERALS AND THE 
PERMEATION OF TOTALITARIAN IDEAS 


It is said that Joseph Goebbels once boasted that, even though the 
Nazis were overcome on the field of battle, they would conquer the vic- 
tors in spirit. In other words, the conquers of the Nazis would, in vic- 
tory, take over the ideals and practices of the Nazis. This is what Goeb- 
bels predicted and it was what I feared. I elaborated on this theme as 
a main reason why we should not enter the second World War in an 
address delivered before the Institute of Politics at the University of 
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Virginia in June, 1940, and embodied the idea in an article in the 
Virginia Quarterly Review (Autumn, 1940). 

There is much evidence that Goebbels’ ominous boast is proving 
all too true. Our so-called Totalitarian Liberals, who formed the spear- 
head of the drive to involve this country in the second World War, have 
espoused all too many of the totalitarian notions which we were 
mobilized to combat. 

J shall later point out the totalitarian taint in the attitude of Lewis 
Mumford towards freedom of thought and writing, but perhaps the 
best example of the way in which totalitarian liberals have, consciously 
or unconsciously, espoused attitudes strikingly similar to those of the 
Nazis is afforded by Gideonse’s review of Beard’s President Roosevelt 
and the Coming of the War, 1947, in the New Leader of June 12, 1948, 
to which we have made reference earlier. 

In the first place, the attitude of Gideonse towards President Roose- 
velt strikingly resembles the frame of mind that Goebbels manifested 
toward Hitler in his recently published Diary, namely, that the 
“Fuehrer” could do no wrong, even though deceiving his people and 
thwarting the will of the overwhelming majority of them. There is in 
Gideonse’s review a strong undercurrent of the same contempt for the 
mitelligence of the masses which Goebbels frequently expressed. While 
any policy which a Fuehrer adopts to save the dumb masses from them- 
selves and their folly appears to be praiseworthy, Gideonse smears the 
conduct of those who sought between 1937 and 1941 to preserve the 
American constitutional system and democratic practices as foul “skull- 
duggery.” 

Nothing stands out more strongly in the Gideonse blast against 
Beard than his impatience with legislative restraints on the execu- 
tive under our constitution. The removal of such restraints is an in- 
variable accompaniment of totalitarian politics. Despite the fact that 
Gideonse has personally prospered exceptionally well under our con- 
stitutional system, he recurs frequently all through his long review to. 
such expressions of impatience with the American Constitution as: 
“the weakness of our domestic and constitutional position,” the inade- 
quacy “of our constitutional principles governing the war power,” “our 
own constitutional weaknesses,” and “our obsolete constitutional pro- 
visions.” 

It is very evident even from the context that what Gideonse means 
by our obsolete and out worn constitutional system is the limitations 
imposed by our Constitution upon the irresponsible use of power by 
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the President in foreign relations. What Gideonse wishes is a removal 
of the restraints upon the freedom ot the President to do just as he 
desires without being hampered by the opposition of an impliedly 
stupid and patriotic Congress. In this matter I do not have to rely on 
the context or upon reading between the lines, for I personally listened 
to Gideonse as he elaborated this theme at great length and with much 
heat. To this proposal of complete executive irresponsibility in handl- 
ing foreign affairs, Hitler would have cried “Bravo”, and Stalin would 
do so today. 

Believing as I do in the complete freedom of speech and writing, 
I have no objection to the holding or expression of such political 
epinions by Gideonse. But I do submit that such a political philosophy 
is strangely unsuitable and incongruous on the part of a person who 
throws his weight and influence around as promiscuously at Freedom 
House as does Gideonse. Freedom House, of which Gideonse was then 
the president, is supposed to be conspicuously devoted to combatting 
all phases of Fuehrer philosophy and practice. 

Gideonse’s devotion to executive irresponsibility was, of course, 
developed without any conscious imitation of Nazi philsosophy and may 
be a result of the fact that, as Professor Carlton J. H. Hayes, points out: 
‘Political democracy made slower and more halting progress in the 
Netherlands than in any other country of western Europe. Down to 
1917 only a bare majority of the male population over twenty-five years 
ot age was privileged to vote or hold public office, and the sovereign 
still exercised the right of initiating and voting legislation.” At any 
rate, it would not be inappropriate to remind Gideonse that Holland, 
though occupied by the Nazi legions, bravely resisted the infiltration 
of the Nazi system and that loyalty to this Dutch example as well as to 
American constitutional precedents would demand a sweeping rejection 
of the whole Fuehrer principle of irresponsible and unrestrained 
leadership, either in domestic affairs or in the conduct of foreign 
relations. 

The fact that many of our totalitarian liberals are American-born 
shows that the genesis of their attitudes cannot be attributed in such 
instances to foreign parentage and traditions. World Wars inevitably 
breed totalitarian tendencies and it is hard to shuffle them off in 
peacetime. As Professor George A. Lundberg cogently points out, our 
totalitarian liberals approve totalitarian ideals and practices when 
carrying out projects dear to their hearts but are “horrified” when such 
ideals and practices are followed by other countries. They “surround 
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us with a mythical and paranoid view of our international relations 
which can only lead to further war.” 

The ethical levity of our totalitarian liberals is well revealed 
by Sherwood’s book on Roosevelt and Hopkins in which Sherwood 
exultantly claims credit for the “again and again and again’ lines 
in Roosevelt's Boston speech of 1940, though he was obviously in 
a position to know at the time he wrote them that we were already 
irrevocably committed to war, were admittedly legally in the war, and 
were making arrangements for the landing of American troops on 
foreign shores. The current attitude of intellectual America towards 
extreme lightheartedness in regard to intellectual and political integ- 
rity, which were once taken with some seriousness, is well illustrated 
by the fact that Sherwood was clected to membership in the august 
American Academy of Arts and Letters in Decanber, 1949. 

If the constitutional impact of our entry into the second World 
War means a surrender of the principles of Jefferson and an adoption 
of those of Hitler, the outcome will have been deplorable indeed. 

This brings us to the heart of the whole significance of Revisionism 
in connection with the second World War. It is not merely an exercise 
in intellectual integrity and public sanitation; it involves the exposure 
of policies and methods which threaten to undermine the American 
wav of life, libertarianism, and the possibility of building plenty and 
security on the basis of our impressive technological equipment of the 
mid-twenticth century. To this subject we shall devote the following 
section of this brochure. 


Vv. THE UNITED STATES ENTERS THE “1984” PATTERN 


Probably the most disastrous effect of our “Second Crusade”’ is the 
fact that the United States is slipping irrevocably into the pattern of 
economic life and political strategy portrayed by the late George Orwell 
in his ominously prophetic book, Nineteen Eighty-four. This book was 
lightly passed off by American journalists, editors and reviewers alike, 
as a Satirical condemnation of Soviet Russia today, or of what Britain 
might become under’ a Labor Government. But its main significance 
resides in the fact that it is an alarmingly accurate forecast and descrip- 
tion of the system of society and mental attitudes into which all the 
major countrics of the world seem to be drifting as a result of the 
second World War and its aftermath in the cynical but universally 
popular cold war. Orwell, himself, recognized that many of the condi- 
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tions portrayed in Nineteen Eighty-four are already upon us, and he had 
originally planned to entitle his book, Nineteen Forty-eight. For 
Americans, its importance lies in warning us to avoid such a calamity, 
if it is not already too late. 

The system described in Nineteen Eighty-four rests upon the 
technique suggested by the words which Shakespeare put into the 
mouth of Henry IV, who advised his son to “busy giddy minds with 
foreign quarrels,’ so that his subjects might be distracted from errors 
and mistakes at home, both past and present. This pattern in American 
political and economic strategy was set by President Roosevelt when he 
rehabilitated his sinking political fortunes after 1937 by turning to an 
aggressive foreign policy and war to assure a third and fourth term, 
The stages and devices by which this momentous transformation has 
been made were the abolition of neutrality, armament, interventionism, 
war, the Truman doctrine, the cold war, the bi-partisan foreign policy, 
and Secretary Acheson’s “total diplomacy”. All the great warring blocks 
of peoples of Nineteen Eighty-four—Oceania, Eurasia, and Eastasia— 
have now come into being and are already beginning in Korea their 
rehearsal for the drama of “Nincteen Eighty-four” life or worse. 

The basic pattern of Nineteen Eighty-four—all else is incidental— 
js to use perpetual and phony war to deprive the masses of the ever 
greater benefits of our advancing technology, lest the people have the 
prosperity, security, leisure, and education which would enable them 
to do some constructive thinking and demand leadership compatible 
with the complex problems of our era. All the censorship, thought- 
policing and terror-mongering are incidental and designed solely to 
hold society inflexibly in this pattern of life and philosophy. (See 
Orwell, op. cit., pp. 185 ff.) 

It is obvious that we have already gone far along this line in the 
United States, and all current trends suggest that we shall continue to 
pursue it. Our “prosperity” since 1940 has been based upon a war and 
quasi-war economy. As Norman Thomas well said: “If the Lord should 
send the Angel Gabriel to the world with the announcement that the 
Deity had forbidden all further wars, we would at once enter the 
greatest depression of our history.” Our leading “court economist,” 
Professor Sumner H. Schlichter, has given his blessing to the cold war 
as an effective means of warding off depressions and assuring the con- 
tinuance of American “prosperity.” Hot and cold wars have kept the 
Democrats in power since 1939 and promise to do so indefinitely, 
especially if a hot war breaks out. 
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When we are spending over 85 per cent of our Federal budget 
for wars, past, present, and future and only 3 per cent for welfare, we 
have already taken great strides towards depriving the masses of the 
benefits of our more profuse mechanical production. Point IV imposes 
only a planetary limit on current and future “operations rathole.” 

The hate campaign, so terrifyingly portrayed in Nineteen Eighty- 
four, is well under way. We are now beginning to hate Eastasia about 
as vigorously as we have hated Eurasia since 1947. So, also, is the 
thought-policing, assailed by Bernard De Voto in Harpers Magazine, 
October, 1949, and made the subject of three recent books, Walter Gell- 
horn’s Security, Loyalty and Science, Max Lowenthal’s The Iederal 
Bureau of Investigation, and Carey McWilliams’ Witch Hunt. 

Two Supreme Court decisions, in 1947 and 1950, destroyed a 
cornerstone of our basic civil libertics—that which guarantees us free- 
dom from the scarch of our homes and offices without a search warrant. 
This was a right demanded by the English pioncers of civil liberty 
in their battles against the Stuart tyranny in the seventeenth century, 
and by our colonial forefathers in their struggles for liberty on the 
eve of the American Revolution. It was supposed to be firmly secured 
by the Fourth Amendment. Its elimination opens the way to just the 
type of totalitarian snooping and invasion of privacy which prevails in 
“Nineteen Eighty-four” society. It is characteristic of the new or totali- 
tarian liberalism that the 1950 decision was handed down by supposedly 
the most radical member of the Court. The drastic legislation recently 
passed to suppress radicalism, and reactionary decisions by erstwhile 
liberal judges in the Federal Courts indicate that the raid on our civil 
liberties has only just begun to get under way. The President’s much 
publicized civil rights program may turn out to be little more than the 
privilege of minority groups to share with the majority a mutual sur- 
render of our traditional civil liberties. President Truman _ has 
denounced the McCarran Act as something which makes a shambles 
of our Bill of Rights. But this Act was only a logical outcome and 
by-product of the Truman doctrine and the cold war which resulted. 
Had it not been for these, there is not the slightest probability that 
such a law would have been seriously discussed. 

In the earlier sections of this brochure it was pointed out how 
difficult it is to get any material before the public which might check 
the trend towards the “Nineteen Eighty-four” pattern of life, even 
though our ignorance is as yet caused by what Harold Ickes once called 
“voluntary servitude.” In this respect, we are worse off than those in 

49 


Nineteen Eighty-four where it is necessary to hire and intimidate servile 
bureaucrats to falsify history. In the United States, today, many of our 
most eminent historians and publicists are effectively performing this 
function quite voluntarily and mostly without direct expense to the 
government. 

Indeed, certain of the more influential of our historians are quite 
openly blessing and commending the ‘‘Nineteen Eighty-four” set-up of 
today. We have already noted that Professor Bemis holds that the great 
benefit which came from Roosevelt’s foreign policy and the second 
World War lies in the fact that they furnished us with another and 
even stronger enemy as soon as Germany and Japan were knocked out. 
In other words, we were provided thereby with the basis for perpetual 
war scares and wars. And this was no flippant remark on the part of 
Professor Bemis. As he says: “This is an obvious truism... and it can- 
not be stressed too often.” 

The hysterical reaction following Orson Welles’s bogus radio 
broadcast on October 30, 1938, depicting an invasion from Mars, 
emphasizes the American capacity for credulity and shows how wartime 
propaganda in the next war, whether cold, hot, or phony, can dupli- 
cate anything of the kind portrayed in Nineteen Eighty-four. Those 
who are skeptical on this point will do well to read Hadley Cantrill’s 
book, The Invasion from Mars. 

The fact that, despite an appalling mass of factual material which 
would logically justify greater disillusionment than that which followed 
the first World War and call for a sharp reversal of policy, our pro- 
paganda agencies have been able to perpetuate the attitudes and 
policies of wartime almost intact for over five years since V-] Day affords 
convincing proof that our propaganda facilities are about as powerful 
as those depicted in Nineteen Eighty-four. Even there, a period of five 
to seven years was about as long as public hatred could be maintained 
towards any group of enemy powers. 

We have thus far remained content to arrest and convict Com- 
munists, for the Socialists are now impotent, and there is little point 
in arresting Republicans so long as powerful leaders in the Republican 
party heartily support the “Nineteen Eighty-four” trends that keep 
the Democrats in power. Men like Arthur H. Vandenberg, John Foster 
Dulles, Irving M. Ives, Harold E. Stassen, Warren R. Austin, and 
Wayne L. Morse are worth more politically to the Democrats than the 
whole Democratic National Committee. If we enter a depression and 
things tighten up it may be quite a different story. 
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The governing bureaucracy of Nineteen Eighty-four, as pictured 
by Orwell, is made up of the very groups who are now controlling 
American public policy: ‘Bureaucrats, scientists, technicians, trade- 
union organizers, publicity experts, sociologists, teachers, journalists, 
and professional politicians . . . whose origins lay in the salaried middle 
class and the upper grades of the working class... As compared with 
their opposite numbers in past ages, they were less avaricious, less 
tempted by luxury, hungrier fer pure power, and, above all, more 
conscious of what they were doing and more intent on crushing 
opposition.” 

It will be evident to discerning readers that the groups which 
Orwell describes are precisely our totalitarian liberals—Professor 
Schlesinger’s “vital center’—who have been taking over power since 
1933 and especially since 1939. It is interesting and significant that, in 
its issue of February 19, 1950, the New York Times published a survey 
of our current “government types,” which fully confirms this diagnosis 
of our present-day “public servants.” 

Who will become the American ‘Big Brother’ is anybody’s guess, 
but of one thing we may be certain and that is that he will not be 
drawn from the conservative or radical ranks. Conservative totalitar- 
ianism has been effectively smeared and the radicals have been forced 
underground. Our “Big Brother” will be drawn from the totalitarian 
liberal group and will be somebody who has crusaded fervently in 
public in behalf of world freedom. The trends all confirm the accuracy 
of the late Huey Long’s prediction that totalitarianism would come to 
the United States in the guise of anti-totalitarianism. Men of the type 
of Senators Paul H. Douglas, Hubert H. Humphrey, Wayne L. Morse, 
and Irving M. Ives, Harold E. Stassen, or Henry A. Wallace, eminently 
possess the cssential qualifications for the role of the American “Big 
Brother.’ Douglas’s manifesto, published in Time, December 18, 1950, 
and January 22, 1951, reveals him impatient to take over. He is, ob- 
viously, the Luce candidate. The bible of American totalitarianism is 
likely to be a book on the order of Schlesinger’s The Vital Center. 

The eagerness with which we may expect the totalitarian liberals 
to support wartime hysteria and the most extreme measures of pro- 
paganda and thought control was forecast when, on October 6, 1950, 
the Public Affairs Committee of Freedom House demanded drastic full 
mobilization, recommended lavish rearmament as “the major hope for 
peace in the world,” and stated that any relaxation of mobilization 
would be “the most dangerous misreading of the popular mind.” 
Tllustrative of this same trend is the fact that the most vociferous 
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‘demand for universal military service has not come from mulitarv 
guarters but from our outstanding totalitarian liberal educator, Presi- 
dent James Bryant Conant of Harvard University. 

We have already richly developed the “Newspeak” and “Double- 
think” semantics of Nineteen Eighty-four, where the War Department 
is known as “the Ministry of Peace,” the propaganda and_ public 
lying are conducted by “Fhe Ministry of “Truth,” and the espionage 
system and torture chambers are administered by “The Ministry of 
Love.”” Witness such popular slogans as: War, waste and inflation spell 
prosperity. Double prices and we double the national income. ‘Treble 
them and we can treble the income. National prosperity may be 
assured by giving away money and goods, to be paid for by the 
American taxpayer. Our great national debt is a blessing in disguise 
because we owe it to ourselves. We are setting up a wellare state by 
spending 3 per cent of the budget for welfare. Cold war is peace. The 
United Nations, split right down through the middle by the cold war, 
are still united and the hope of the world. The “peace-loving nations” 
are the nations which made war between 1939 and 1945. A “tree 
nation” is any nation—whether liberal and democratic, Socialist, Fascist, 
or anti-Kremlin Communist—which will join in the anti-Russian cru- 
sade. Aiding socialist nations of Europe under the Marshall Plan is a 
bold stroke to promote free enterprise abroad. Bolstering the con- 
firmed Communist, Tito, promotes the American way of life abroad. 
The surest road to perpetual peace is through perpetual war. Launch- 
ing an atom bomb race will assure world peace and security. Freedom 
and liberty can best be guaranteed and encouraged throughout the 
world by first destroying our own Bill of Rights. The best manner of 
discouraging the principle of militarism in the world is to militarize 
‘ourselves and indoctrinate our youth with militaristic ideas. 

One could continue this list almost indefinitely, but the above ex- 
amples will be sufficient to drive home the point that our public opin- 
ion is now being overwhelmingly shaped by the semantic ruses so famil- 
iar to readers of Nineteen Eighty-four. Our facility in obfuscation and 
deception became almost daily more evident and potent as we approach- 
ed the emergency stage. 

Intellectual, political and military trends since the Korean War 
‘broke out confirm Orwell’s thesis as to wartime behavior in the future. 
We have already referred to the hasty demand for drastic mobiliza- 
tion by one of our most prominent totalitarian liberal organizations. 
‘The mystery-shrouded war news of Nineteen Eight-four and the vague- 
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ness on the home front as to where the fighting is taking place and who 
is winning have also been characteristic of our publicity and popular 
reactions relative to the Korean War. The heating and cooling off of 
the War, which has repeatedly taken place since June, 1950, is also 
reminiscent of Orwell’s description of war in Nineteen Eighty-four. 
So are the series of disclosures of “‘atrocities,” often in regular patterns, 
and sometimes long after the alleged incidents have occurred. It was 
stated that newsmen would be barred from the executions which fea- 
tured the return of Syngman Rhee to his beloved native land, so as to 
reinstate democracy there. Rhee, who fled his country for many years, 
was repudiated in the popular elections months before the outbreak 
of the Korean war, and had held on to power by totalitarian methods, 
has been widely proclaimed “the George Washington of Korea.” The 
proclamation of a state of National Emergency on December 15, 1950, 
may fairly be regarded as the formal public installation of the opening 
stages of our “Nineteen Eighty-four’ régime. President “Truman’s 
speech on the State of the Nation on January 8, 1951, conformed per- 
fectly to the pattern of public proclamations in such a system. 

Some who agree with much of the preceding material will, never- 
theless, raise their hands in horror and maintain stoutly that Americans 
will never permit such a calamity to take place. The most cogent 
answer to this is that it has happened in basic essentials already, with- 
out more than a handful of Americans realizing it. The developments 
have all been camouflaged behind a blanket of pseudo-libertarian 
“Newspeak”. If the trend moves on as rapidly and inexorably after 1951 
as it did trom 1937 to 1951, we will have entered the “Nineteen Eighty- 
four” pattern completely before 1960, with only such variations in 
details as circumstances and American culture produce. 

Equally relevant is the question as to who will arise to expose the 
trends and make us retrace our steps before it is too late? The Demo- 
crats surely will not, for they are the immediate beneficiaries of the 
trend. Vandenberg, Dulles, Stassen, Dewey, and Morse have made it 
impossible for the Republicans to do so. The business classes will not, 
because they enjoy the false prosperity engendered, with its lessening of 
competition, and have concentrated upon a campaign against a fictitious 
Santa Claus~attacking the bogus 3 per cent welfare state as a leap into 
Socialism, and ignoring the fact that the cold, and ultimately hot, war 
is what will bring drastic and rigorous Socialism. Labor will not oppose, 
because it, also, is enjoying its ‘cut’ in the temporary “gravy” pro- 
duced by the cold war and armament. The radicals are impotent, and 
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most of the old-time pacifists are either dead or, like Edward Meade 
Earle, Paul H. Douglas, Reinhold Niebuhr, and others, have gone over 
ardently into the interventionist and cold war camp. It is not unlikely 
that it will soon be regarded as subversive for anybody to allege or 
point out “Nineteen Eighty-four’ trends and traits in our national 
policy. 

The difficulty of checking the developments leading us into “Nine- 
teen Eighty-four” conditions is pointed up by the fact that many of 
the most ardent opponents of our involvement in the second World 
War are now in the vanguard of those who are secking to push us into 
a third world war by attacking Communist China. Among such 
renegade ex-‘‘isolationists’” are even some who were extremely promi- 
nent in the America First movement of 1940 and 1941. Anti-interven- 
tionists, whatever their number, are today impotent and without articu- 
jate and effective leadership, though former-President Herbert Hoover, 
former-Ambassador Joseph P. Kennedy and the emincnt industrialists 
James F. Lincoln and Ernest T. Weir, have spoken out boldly in behalf 
of reason. 

Some may think that the above picture is overdrawn, but in reality 
it is an understatement..In Nineteen Eighty-four, the rulers have the 
rood sense to keep the wars perpetually phony and with little fighting 
or destruction. The munitions which deprive the masses of prosperity 
are either allowed to rot and rust, or are secretly sunk in mid-ocean. 
We are all too likely to move into a hydrogen-bomb hot war instead 
of an adroit, if cruel, harsh, and unnecessary, phony war. This will 
produce conditions which will make Nineteen Eighty-four seem like a 
joint picnic of anarchists and pacifists, with Roger Baldwin as the host. 

The ominous precision with which we are now duplicating the 
road to war of 1937 to 1941 is well illustrated by the fact that a Com- 
mittee to Defend America by Aiding anti-Communist China has been 
formed (shades of William White and his Committee). It is appro- 
priately headed by the Treasurer of the National Casket Company. 


APPENDIX 
I. CHAMELEON HISTORIOGRAPHY 


This review of Walter Millis’s This is Pearl was submitted to a 
leading academic journal, on request, and to a liberal periodical once 
highly receptive to revisionist materials. It was rejected by both, though 
it had been read and approved by the leading authority on the foreign 
policy of President Roosevelt. 
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Mixuis, Warrer. This is Pearl! The United States and Japan—r941. 
Pp. xiii, 384. New York: William Morrow & Company, 1947. $4.00 


As a contribution to historical knowledge and perspective, this 
book does not deserve serious notice. In the reviewer’s opinion, it does 
not faintly compare with George Morgenstern’s book on Pearl Harbor 
trom the standpoint of integrity of purpose, thoroughness of documenta- 
tion, or logic and clarity of conclusions. But, since it will probably be 
exploited by the myth-mongers for years, the nature of the book should 
be clearly revealed. Here, this exposure must, necessarily, be brief and 
inadequate, for any thorough revelation and refutation of all of Mr. 
Millis’s errors, evasions, and tricks of the trade would require as much 
space as the book itself. 

The reviewer has no desire to handle this review as an argumentum 
ad hominem, but Walter Millis is the sort of writer whose books of the 
moment can be properly appraised only against the background of his 
past literary products and shifting ideologies. In the 1930’s he stood forth 
as probably our leading popular debunker of recent American wars, and 
in this work he performed a most commendable task of public intel- 
lectual sanitation. In 1931, he brought out The Martial Spirit, which 
removed the halo of heroism from the Spanish-American War and its 
leading participants. In 1935, his Road to War did an equally fine job 
on Woodrow Wilson, Colonel House, and the first World War. 

In a smaller book, Viewed without Alarm: Europe Today, pub- 
lished in 1937, Millis pursued the same skeptical line. This book, it is 
pertinent to note, is not now listed among his publications in his entry 
in Who’s Who in America. In it, he vigorously attacked the war-mon- 
gers and alarmists, thoroughly commended British appeasement of Hit- 
ler and the Axis, and looked forward sympathetically and hopefully 
to the future Nazi unification of Central and Balkan Europe. In a chap- 
ter significantly entitled “How to Stay Out of War and Like it,” we 
find the following remarkable statement: “If the Nazis can create a 
going economic and social system in Central Europe, it will be—how- 
ever unpleasant for the lesser nations which it swallows—not a menace, 
but a market and a stabilizing force for the rest of the world.” (p. 53). 
The main danger, Millis goes on to point out, is that the Nazis, through 
rashness or impatience, may fail in this benign mission of unification 
and thus lay Europe open to war and anarchy. 

All this was written, it is instructive to recall, after Hitler had 
withdrawn Germany from the League of Nations, after he had set up 
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his concentration camps and carried on his worst persecution of the 
Jews, after he had begun the sweeping rearmament of Germany, after 
he had defied the Treaty of Versailles, after he had occupied the Rhine- 
land, and after he had started to intervene in the Spanish Civil War 
and put on his dress rehearsal for the second World War. Indeed, 
Millis envisages in the commendable Nazi program of unifying Cen- 
tral and Eastern Europe the possible occupation of Czechoslovakia and 
Poland (p. 54); in other words, virtually everything which Hitler 
actually did down to and including the outbreak of war. 

Curiously, as the Nazis proceeded to follow up the program of 
unification and stabilization praised and recommended by Millis, he 
became alarmed and, when the Nazis invaded Western Europe in the 
spring of 1940, Millis turned violently against them, and became one 
of those most fervently demanding our armed intervention to stay the 
Nazi tide. The ‘“‘benevolent” Nazi scheme of unification and stabiliza- 
tion, as of 1937, then became the greatest menace to civilization since 
the days of Genghiz Khan and Tamerlane. So, in the same year (1940), 
there appeared Millis’ Why Europe Fights, interpreting the battle 
against the Axis as a struggle of pure and limpid idealism against stark 
brutality and barbarism. Millis continued his propaganda work dur- 
ing the war, culminating in his The Last Phase: The Allied Victory 
in Western Europe (1946). In reviewing this book in the American 
Historical Review (January, 1947), General J. D. Hill gave an excel- 
lent succinct appraisal of Millis’ career and achievements as a writer on 
world affairs: 

“With The Martial Spirit (1931) and The Road to War (1935), 
both of them book club selections, Walter Millis proved himself to be 
a careless historian but a competent propagandist for the isolationist 
idea. Came Munich and he was one of the first publicists and journal- 
ists to do a flipflop. His Why Europe Fights (1940) will probably be 
viewed by some future historian as a factor in America’s new road to 
war in World War II. The Office of War Information knew a good, 
instinctive propagandist when they saw one, and quite wisely sought 
Mr. Millis as a consultant. This latest book, The Last Phase, is the 
result.” 

This is Pearl! is conceived in the same spirit as that which moti- 
vated Why Europe Fights, and The Last Phase. It is an unabashed 
effort (1) to glorify the war which resulted so disastrously for us that 
we are already on the verge of the third world war to eradicate its 
allegedly unfortunate results; (2) to whitewash the Roosevelt Adminis- 
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tration and our inilitary and naval authorities at Washington by 
clearing them of any serious responsibility for Pearl Harbor; and (3) 
to saddle most of the blame that can be assigned to Americans on the 
unfortunate and deliberately neglected commanders at Pear] Harbor, 
Admiral Husband E. Kimmel and General Walter Campbell Short. 

In executing this task of whitewashing, Mullis resorts to every 
known device of evasion, propaganda, and smearing. The book would 
provide a Roman holiday tor Clyde Miller and his technique of pro- 
paganda analysis. 

Japan is invariably portrayed as the sinister aggressor. There is no 
recognition of the material basis for Japanese expansion in Asia, of 
her dangcrous position in front of Communist Russia, of our past 
encouragenicnt of Japan, or of the fact that we ever fought a Mexican 
War. China, a giant with vast territory and a population of about 
500,000,000, which could have driven Japan into the sea at any time it 
could have curbed public venality and anarchy in Chinese national 
affairs, is pictured as the pitiful and hapless victim of overwhelming 
Japanese aggressive power. 

The United States appears always as the benevolent patron of 
peace and justice in the Far East. It is not made clear that we helped 
to set Japan on her feet as a military and imperialistic power and 
encouraged her earlicr deeds of valor, including condoning her ‘sneak 
attack” on Port Arthur in 1904. There is no revelation that the “Stim- 
son doctrine” was a menace and persistent obstacle to peace in the Far 
East from 1932 to 1941, that this doctrine was faithfully followed 
by Roosevelt from his inauguration to Pearl Harbor, or that we lent no 
aid to the efforts to arrive at a decent settlement of Sino-Japanese 
friction—all too often frustrating the efforts made by others. 

Millis invariably interprets Japanese moves to preserve peace with 
the United States in 1941 as a hypocritical and contemptible smoke- 
screcn to hide their determination to attack the United States as soon 
as practicable. This he does, though he knows that we had cracked the 
Japanese code and were certain that the Japanese peace moves, such 
as the Konoye gestures, were sincerely designed to bring about an 
adjustment of interests. Even ‘Tojo was apparently willing to halt the 
fleet steaming to Pearl Harbor if some understanding could be reached 
which would permit Japan to save its face in negotiations for an 
agreement with China. There is no adequate recognition that we really 
opened war on Japan by the oil embargo of July, 1941, and that 
American Army and Navy leaders both recognized this to be the case, 
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though even Millis does not try to deny the critical importance of 
the embargo move. Nor is it made clear that war with Japan was 
actually envisaged at the Newfoundland meeting between Churchill 
and Roosevelt in August, 1941, a fact which Davis and Lindley inad- 
vertently blurted out in their supposedly quasi-official defense of the 
Roosevelt war policy (How War Came, pp. 9-13). Secretary Hull’s ulti- 
matum of November 26, 1941, which high Administration officials and 
the Army and Navy chiefs were fully aware meant war with Japan, is 
dismissed as if it had no real influence upon events from November 
26th to December 7th (p. 115). 

Millis smears the American opponents of war from 1939 to 194] 
as traitors to American interests and safety, men of low mentality, anti- 
Semites, and pro-Fascists, though it is doubtful whether any leading 
figure among the so-called “isolationists” ever went as far in praise of 
Hitler and his objectives as Millis did in 1937. Our interventionists, on 
the other hand, are warmly hailed as farsighted patriots, who wisely 
understood that only war could save us from a literal invasion by the 
Axis and the total destruction of the American way of life. It is inter- 
esting to note that, in 1937, Millis wrote of British “isolationism” and 
“appeasement”: “Jt is an example, it seems to me, which the United 
States might well emulate.” 

When Millis specifically comes to Pearl Harbor, he adds to this 
overall quasi-Persian “light and darkness” frame of reference, the age- 
old cavillous technique of “dust-throwing” and diverting the discussion 
to irrelevant and extraneous matters. When it becomes difficult for 
him to face the specific facts about Pear] Harbor, he distracts the read- 
er’s attention to public events all over the world and, when even these 
are not sufhcient, to the more glamorous and exotic doings in the New 
York theatres and night clubs. 

Though even Millis reveals that, in January-February, 1941, Roose- 
velt and his entourage, Ambassador Grew, Secretaries Knox and Stim- 
son, and the high Army and Navy officials, recognized that, if the 
Japanese ever should spring a surprise attack on the United States, it 
would probably take place at Pearl] Harbor, he goes on to assume and 
assert that, when the attack actually became imminent in late Novem- 
ber, 1941, none of them could possibly have imagined that the Japs 
would strike at Pearl Harbor. Indeed, for them to have done so would, 
he tells us, have been “incredible.” This, despite the fact, that hours 
before the attack came, we had picked up and decoded a Japanese mes- 
sage indicating that an attack would be likely to fall on Pearl Harbor—~ 
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to say nothing of a mass of other earlier evidence as to Japanese inten- 
tions on Pear] Harbor. Millis tells us nothing of the dastardly effort to 
compel officers to change their testimony relative to the crucial “East 
Wind Rain” message which revealed an impending Japanese attack as 
early as December 4th, or the deliberate attempt to destroy the evidence 
that such a message had ever been received. 

Yet, according to Millis, although nobody in top official circles in 
Washington, elaborately informed almost hourly about Japanese attack 
plans and developments, could have expected that the Japanese would 
make a surprisc attack on Pearl Harbor, nevertheless, Kimmel and 
Short, who had been deprived of all this information from intercepted 
Japanese secret messages, should certainly have foreseen the Pearl 
Harbor attack and taken all possible precautions against it, without 
having any definite orders from Washington to do so. Short is portrayed 
as having fallen into his own “trap,” but the trap actually turns out 
to be the action which Washington suggested that he take at Pearl 
Harbor and was implicitly approved by both Marshall and Stark. 

We would not learn from Millis that high military authorities in 
Washington knew, at least fifteen hours before the Japanese struck, 
that war was immediately imminent, but failed to communicate with 
Kimmel and Short and even hushed up this information, as if afraid 
that it would leak out, arouse public excitement, and force action 
which might warn the Japanese and halt their attack. 

Though Kimmel and Short could and should have been warned 
in time to have saved Pearl Harbor from the complete disaster which 
it suffered, Millis holds that General Marshall’s message to Short 
would have been “too late anyway,” when sent at noon on the 7th. He 
does not reveal that it could have been sent early in the morning of 
the 7th, long before dawn at Pearl Harbor. Indeed, if General Marshall 
and Colonel (now General) Walter Bedell Smith had maintained the 
alertness and efficiency which they knew the crisis warranted, it could 
have been sent on the night of December 6th. Nor, does Millis offer 
any explanation of why Marshall, with his allegedly fabulous memory, 
could not remember where he was on the night of Saturday, December 
6th, the most dramatic and critical night of his life, why he was not 
easily accessible early Sunday morning, or why he did not send his 
belated warning message to Short immediately by quick telephone 
instead of by ordinary commercial radio, not even marked “urgent’’— 
just as he might have sent a birthday message to his grandmother. When 
being questioned before the Joint Congressional Committee on Pearl 
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Harbor, General Marshall temporarily dropped his guard and admitted 
that he did not use the telephone because he feared that the Japanese 
might intercept his message. If the Japanese had done this, they might 
have decided to abandon their attack on Pearl Harbor. 

Though we were once led to believe that our defense was paralyzed 
because of bacchanalian [estivitics among the officers and men at Pearl 
Harbor the night before the Japanese attack, Millis cannot produce 
evidence to substantiate this. But he docs reveal that much of official 
Washington was gaily cavorting on the night of December 6th, even 
some of those who had good reason to fear that the Japanese would 
probably strike at Pearl Harbor early the next day. ‘There is no hint in 
Millis’ book that Mr. Roosevelt’s appeal to the Japanese Emperor 
to help preserve peace, dispatched at 9 p.m. on December 6th, was 
unsurpassed for deliberate and cynical hypocrisy in the whole history 
of human diplomacy. 

Even the Democrat majority of the Congressional Committee on 
Pearl Harbor, despite its straining to present a clean bill of health for 
Roosevelt and Hull, makes no such exculpation of the Adininistration 
as Millis here attempts. A study of the majority report alone, leaving 
aside the caustic Republican minority’s report, shows how shallow and 
misleading is Millis’ essay in apologetics. 

It is fortunate for such of the American public as wish to be 
informed about one of the most dramatic and critical events in all our 
history that Charles Austin Beard’s definitive work on President Roose- 
velt and the Coming of the War, 1941, has now becn published, and 
that at least three other books by distinguished historians are in active 
preparation on the same subject. 

[In the New York Herald-Tribune “Books” Magazine of April 11, 
1948, Millis reviewed Dr. Beard’s book. He made no attempt to meet 
or refute the vast array of facts assembled by Beard. Instead, he sought 
to discredit the book by smearing it as a product of the “Devil theory 
of history,” though Beard’s handling of Franklin D. Roosevelt is a 
masterpiece of frigid historical objectivity compared with Millis’ treat- 
ment of Wilson and House in his Road to War. Otherwise, Millis only 
shadow-boxed with Beard, mainly concerning Beard’s criticism of 
Roosevelt and Hull for not making public our negotiations with Japan 
in 1941. Millis made a great ado over the allegation that the Japanese 
had requested secrecy on this matter. This is an admirable example 
of Millis’ technique of dust-throwing and distraction from the real 
point at issue. Here, what mattered was not whether the Japanese 
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requested scerecy, but the undeniable fact that Roosevelt and Hull 
knew from the cracked Japanese code that the Japanese peace efforts 
were sincere and reasonable but, nevertheless, rebuffed them and _ pro- 
voked the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor. There is no hint of this 
basic fact in Millis’ review.] 


ll. LEWIS MUMFORD’S IRON CURTAIN 
This letter was sent to the editors of the New York Times, the 
New York Herald-Tribune, and the Chicago Tribune. The Times 
declined to print it on the ground of lack of space. Only the Chicago 
Tribune printed it. 


The Editor of the New York Times: 

It is not my practice to write letters to newspapers, but the 
announcement in your columns that Lewis Mumford has resigned in 
protest over the award of a Gold Medal to Dr. Charles Austin Beard 
by the National Institute of Arts and Letters for the best historical work 
by an American during the last decade raises some important issues 
regarding the freedom of writing and historical truth. 

It is obvious that Beard needs no defense, nor will he be harmed 
by Mumford’s ill-conceived onslaught. Indeed, I have written Dr. 
Beard congratulating him more heartily upon Mumford’s resignation. 
than upon the receipt of the medal. Nor do 1 have any unfriendly 
feeling for Lewis Mumford personally. Quite the contrary. 

I first met him back in 1919, when he had just returned from the 
feet of Geddes and Branford in England and I was one of the younger 
“founding fathers” of the New School for Social Research. I have 
always admired his writings when he limited himself to the fields in 
which he has high professional competence: ecology, urban planning, 
the history of technology, and applied aesthetics. I am indebted to him 
for a fine chapter on Geddes and Branford in the “History of 
Sociology,” which I recently edited. I have only been irked by his. 
pontifical, dogmatic, and intolerant pronouncements on American. 
institutional history and international relations, fields in which he has 
not the slightest claim to more than superficial and amateurish 
knowledge. 

Mr. Mumford’s presumption in assailing Beard for work in the 
realms of American history and world affairs reveals an interesting 
cleavage and contrast in his mental patterns. In ecology and urban. 
planning, where Mr. Mumford is a recognized authority, he approaches. 
the works and dicta of such masters as Geddes and Branford with, 
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hushed reverence and worshipful obeisance. Yet, when he enters the 
arena of American history and world politics, where he is an amateur, 
he has no hesitation in damning audaciously the works of Beard, who 
is as great a master here as are Geddes and Branford in urban planning 
and social ecology. There is much more reason for Mumford to 
approach the works of Beard with bated breath than those of Geddes. 

Any assertion by Mumford, or anybody else, that Beard is an 
“isolationist” is palpable nonsense. Few Americans have been associated 
more thoroughly with international thought and experiences. As a 
young man, Beard helped to found Ruskin College, Oxford. He has 
travelled with great prestige and influence, as a respected scholar 
and official adviser, from Tokyo to Belgrade. He has visited and 
been held in high esteem in about as many foreign centers as Lewis 
Mumford has ever even read about. The worst that can be said about 
Beard is that he understands that a sound international attitude and 
policy can be warmly supported without descending to idiocy or 
treason or abandoning those American traditions upon which our 
strength and national prestige have been constructed since 1789. The 
Beard Basic History of the United States was written mainly to clarity 
and elucidate these traditions and to expose the perversions of historical 
facts embodied in such books as Walter Lippmann’s U. S. Foreign 
Policy. Personally, I was amazed at the restraint shown by the Beards 
in this book, in the light of the provocation to polemics. 

There is much excitement here at present over the “fron Curtain” 
and the blanketing of truth in Soviet Russia, which even liberal well- 
wishers of Russia must deplore. But it is even more important that we 
should battle against the erection of any iron curtain against truth 
here in the United States. And that is just what Mumford and his like, 
wittingly or unwittingly, are seeking to set up right here in our midst. 

As I see it, the main difference between Mumford and Hitler and 
Stalin is that the latter two have had the physical power to do what 
Mumford would like to do but cannot, as yet, namely, to shut off the 
free play of ideas. Nevertheless, if we do not have concentration camps 
and barbed wire, we already have the Smearbund, the activities of 
which are well represented by Mumford’s recent outburst. Any Amer- 
ican historian or publicist who risks letting in ever so slight a ray of 
truth on the American or world scene today places in jeopardy not 
only his professional reputation but even his livelihood as well. This 
is a strange outcome of a world crusade in behalf of the “Four Free- 
doms.”’ 
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My only personal quarrel with Mr. Mumford is that he apparently 
does not have the courage of his emotions. In 1939, he wrote a book 
entitled Men Must -lct, the perusal of which revealed that what he 
meant by acting was fighting. In other words, “men must fight.” 
Accordingly, one would have expected that, when war broke out in 
1939, Mr. Mumford would, if he could not be accepted for active 
combat duty, have at least insisted upon ambulance or Red Cross duty 
at the extreme front lines. Instead, he accepted a very safe and pleasant 
post as professor of humanities at Leland Stanford University, a point 
about as remote as possible from the European battleficids. There is no 
doubt in my mind that Mumford did more good for the human race at 
Stanford than he could have achieved operating a tank or bomber, but 
his behavior failed to accord with his ideological program or his heated 
exhortations to fellow-Americans. While we may not approve the ideas 
or behavior of war-mongering renegade pacifists, like Senator Paul H. 
Douglas, we can at least admire their consistency in getting out on the 
battle-line and exposing themselves to enough gunfire to give them a 
military record that would be a real political asset in post-war days. 


III. INTELLECTUAL IRRESPONSIBILITY OF THE “BLACKOUT 
BOYS” 
Below are given two characteristic examples of the irresponsible 
statements of those historians who are combatting Revisionism. 


In the June, 1950, issue of Harper's Magazine, there was an article 
on “Roosevelt and His Detractors,” by Professor Arthur M. Schlesinger 
Jr., which contained references to my views on world affairs that 
prompted me to send the following letter to the editor of Harper's. It 
was printed with slight deletions in the August number. 


Editor of Harper's Magazine 
New York City 
Dear Sir:— 

I have read the interesting and free-swinging article by Arthur 
M. Schlesinger Jr. in the June issue of Harper's, on “Roosevelt and His 
Detractors,” in which he refers to me as an “outright isolationist” who 
“had a naive conviction that the United States could live safely apart 
from the world.” 

Now, I may have been—and still be—“naive,” but if I have been 
such in my attitude on world affairs I have been a “naive interna- 
tionalist” rather than a “naive isolationist.” To call me an “isolation- 
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ist,” is about like calling Jane Addams, Jeannette Rankin, Fred Libby, 
or John Haynes Holmes “war-mongers.” 

From the very moment of my earliest writings, 1 have consistently 
supported all rational, constructive and pacific internationalism. I 
wrote one of the longest—and the editor, Stephen P. Duggan, was kind 
enough to say, one of the best—chapters in the first book ever to be 
published in this country in defense of the League of Nations and of 
American entry therein. I also rendered substantia] assistance to Mr. 
Dwight Morrow in preparing his Society of Free States, the second 
book to be published here in behalf of world organization and the 
League. Incidentally, this was published by the house of Harper. These 
books came out in 1919. At this time, Professor Schlesinger was two 
years of age, and, in the light of his legendary precocity, he may well 
have read them at the time of publication. 

From this time onward, I have travelled tens of thousands of miles 
lecturing in behalf of sane internationalism, have written many books 
in which I have expressed strong internationalist sentiments and ex- 
posed any “naive” and literal isolationism, and have expounded similar 
views during many years of university teaching. This is all a matter of 
record: sce, for example, my treatment of the “Isolation Myth” in my 
History of Western Civilization, Vol. 11, pp. 922-924. I think I may 
modestly say that I have labored longer and harder in behalf of sound 
internationalism than the Schlesingers, father and son, added together 
and thrice compounded. Not even Schlesinger Jr., with his character- 
istic irresponsibility of statement, can successfully hang the isolationist 
label on me and make it stick. 

I only parted from the dominant internationalist group after 
1937, when the “hunting-pack” took over internationalism and _re- 
duced the latter to “perpetual war for perpetual peace,” as Charles 
Austin Beard described their policy to me in the last conversation I 
ever had with him. 

Sincerely yours, 
Harry Elmer Barnes 


My letter to the editor of Harper’s covered all that directly con- 
cerned me in the Schlesinger article, but another comparable instance 
of irresponsible statement may be mentioned. He refers to Beard’s two 
volumes on Roosevelt foreign policy as ‘‘a scorching indictment which 
a number of isolationist journalists, such as John T. Flynn and George 
Morgenstern, have lived off ever since.” 
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Now, it so happens that Beard’s first volume was published in 
1946, and did not touch directly on the topics covered by Flynn and 
Morgenstern, whose writings on Pearl Harbor dealt only with develop- 
ments in 1941. Beard’s second volume was published in 1948. Flynn's 
brochure, “The Truth About Pearl Harbor” was published in 1944, 
and his “Phe Final Secret of Pearl Harbor” was brought out in 1945, 
Just how he could have “lived off” books published in 1946 and 1948 
is not clear. Beard’s book on the background of Pearl Harbor was pub- 
lished in 1948. Morgenstern’s was published in 1947. So, Morgenstern, 
also, would have had difficulty in “living off” a book published during 
the following year. 

It would require as much space as that given to this whole 
brochure to refute statements inade throughout the Schlesinger article, 
but an cxample may be given—his estimate of the cause and significance 
of the concessions made to Stalin by Roosevelt at Yalta: “It seems 
fairly clear that the so-called Yalta ‘concessions’ were both justifiable in 
terms of the information available to Roosevelt and Churchill and 
without decisive practical effect on subsequent developments.” He 
goes ON to say Ulat iL was necessary thus to bribe Stalin to enter the Far 
Eastern war and save thousands, if not millions, of American. lives 
which might have been lost in a frontal assault on the Japanese Islands. 

In the first place, we know that Roosevelt was aware before he 
left for Yalta that the Japanese power was broken and that the Jap- 
anese had sent through General MacArthur virtually the same peace 
terms that we accepted seven months later, MacArthur recommended 
negotiations on this basis, but Roosevelt cast aside the terms and 
advice quite casually and proceeded to Yalta. Moreover, Stalin actually 
did nothing to hasten Japanese capitulation. 

‘The Yalta concessions gave Russia dominion over Central and 
Eastern Europe and vital areas and controls in the Far East that were 
the indispensable basis for the Communist conquest of China, thus 
adding nearly a half-billion persons to the supporters of the Kremlin. 
If this constituted no “decisive practical effect on subsequent develop- 
ments,” we should like to have Schlesinger define what he means by a 
“practical effect.” 


Reference has already been made to two papers read at the Meet- 
ings of the American Historical Association in Boston in December, 
1949, designed to discredit revisionist writings in connection with the 
first World War. 
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The first, on “The War Guilt Question and American Disillusion- 
ment, 1918-1928,’ was read by Professor Selig Adler of the University of 
Buffalo. It was published in the Journal of Modern History, March 1951. 
Professor Adler implied that American Revisionists were chiefly 
inspired by “revisionist propaganda’ coming from Bolshevik Russia 
and defeated Germany, helped to defeat the League of Nations, and 
were a leading influence on the development of American isolationist 
sentiment in the ]920’s and 1930's. 

I shall only speak for myself. ‘Phere was surely no Russian or 
German influence exerted on me prior to the publication of my 
Genesis of the World War in 1926. In fact, I had never even seen a 
prominent Russian or German prior to that time, with the exception 
of listening to lectures in my student days by Sir Paul Vinogradoff, 
Rudolph Eucken and Eduard Meyer. None of them touched even 
remotely on war responsibility, nor did I ever exchange a word with 
any of them. I strongly supported the League of Nations and our entry 
into it. And I] have never been an “isolationist,” in any reasonable 
use of that term. While Professor Adler was preparing his paper, | 
responded to his request and gave him full information on my views 
covering these and other matters. To my personal knowledge, no lead- 
ing American Revisionist was a stooge of Bolsheviks or embittered 
Germans, a League-baiter, or an isolationist. So far as Revisionists were 
interested in anything beyond setting down the facts on war respon- 
sibility, they were concerned mainly with righting the wrongs of Ver- 
sailles, buttressing the Weimar Republic, and assuring a European 
order which would permit the League to survive and function 
efficiently. Had their aims been realized, there would have been no Nazi 
Germany or a second World War brought on by Hitler's neurotic 
impulsiveness in the summer of 1939. I published a detailed reply to 
Professor Adler’s article in the Journal of Modern History, September, 
195]. 

The other paper, entitled: ‘““The Problem of American Interven- 
tion, 1917: An Historical Retrospect,” 1 was read by Professor Richard 
W. Leopold of Northwestern University. Professor Leopold had also 
written me and requested the basis for my views on American inter- 
vention, and J had answered his request in full. Professor Leopold start- 
ed out by linking me with the journalistic rather than the academic 
Revisionists. He then proceeded to describe my account of American 
intervention in the first World War in the following manner: 
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“In a sixty-page chapter in his Genesis of the World War, Barnes 
contended that American intervention had been an unmitigated dis- 
aster for the world and for ourselves. It was due, he said, to a cowardly 
acquiescence in British illegal actions and to a misguided desire to save 
the Entente from certain defeat.” 

He further stated that my views were challenged by Charles Aus- 
tin Beard, and that I had “‘softened” them in the third edition of my 
book, published in 1929. 

Jt would have been difficult in as few words to have given a more 
distorted interpretation of my opinions on the causes of our entry into 
the War. At the very outset of my chapter, I warned against any nar- 
row and single-track interpretation. The very first sentence in the 
chapter read: “The causes for the entry of the United States into the 
World War were many and varied.” While my treatment of any topic 
had to be brief within the compass of a single chapter, it can be safely 
maintained that there was not a cause or motive of our intervention 
dealt with by later writers on the subject which was not at least men- 
cioned in my chapter. ‘This can be confirmed by anybody who takes the 
trouble to read the chapter and compare it with the summary of the 
various interpretations of American intervention mentioned in Pro- 
fessor Leopold’s comprehensive survey. 

Adequate attention was, indeed, given to our “acquiesence in 
British illegal actions,” but no more than the importance of the sub- 
ject warranted, and this was only one of numerous causes of our inter- 
vention discussed in the chapter. Professor Leopold’s interpretation of 
my attitude towards American intervention and Allied defeat is pre- 
cisely the opposite of the statements in the chapter on that subject. On 
page 637 it is stated that, even if the United States had not intervened, 
there was “no possibility that Germany could have conquered the 
Allies.” One is entirely free to challenge the accuracy of this statement, 
but what I wrote shows that I never remotely implied that the wish 
to save the Allies “from certain defeat” would have been a “misguided 
desire.’ On page 637 and 638 it is made clear that the “misguided 
desire” was for the knockout victory of Lloyd George, which brought 
with it the Versailles Treaty, the destruction of the League of Nations, 
the rise of Hitler, the second World War, and all the devastating re- 
sults of that war. 

World events since 1918 have tended to establish the fact that the 
most statesmanlike utterance ever made by Woodrow Wilson was his 
declaration that the only hope of a permanent and constructive peace 


67 


lay in a “peace without victory.” We are still paying lor the “peace 
with victory,” and will probably pay even more dearly for its indirect 
results in the years to come. Wilson’s own dolorous verdict on the 
futility of the “peace with victory” was fully confessed when he re- 
marked to James Kerney on December 7, 1923: “I should like to see 
Germany clean up France, and I should like to see Jusserand and tell 
him so to his face.” 

My treatment of American intervention was in no sense “softened” 
in the 1929 edition. It was revised in the light of additional knowledge 
and expert suggestions, but these strengthened rather than softened 
the indictment of the merits and results of our intervention. 

As to the challenging of my views by Dr. Beard, he wrote of my 
Genesis of the World War: “Before his powerful arguments, buttressed 
with relevant facts, the Sunday School theory of war guilt is utterly 
demolished.” Naturally, Beard did not agree with all of my opinions. 
I have never known any case in which he agreed with all of anybody's 
cpinions, which was a prime cause of Beard’s charm and power. 

When Professor Leopold’s paper was published in the April, 1950, 
issue of World Politics, 1 sent a letter to the editor protesting in dig- 
nified fashion Professor Leopold’s misinterpretations. “The letter was 
never acknowledged. To a letter of inquiry written some six months 
later the editor made only an evasive reply. This disposes of the Adler- 
Leopold Axis. 


IV. OUR SECOND CRUSADE IN RETROSPECT 


It has been pointed out earlier that the critics of Revisionism 
have admitted that President Roosevelt “led us into war,” but they 
have contended that his deceptions were fully warranted and_ richly 
vindicated by the blessings which came to America and the world as 
the result of his taking us into the war. Through his deceptions he 
became, as Professor Basil Rauch puts it, “the architect of our hap- 
piness.”’ 

The eminent publicist, William Henry Chamberlin, has written a 
book on America’s Second Crusade, which constitutes the first com- 
prehensive appraisal of the results of the foreign policy of President 
Roosevelt. From a perusal of this incisive volume one may estimate 
the wisdom of this policy and the results which have been derived from 
it. The following review was written by me for publication in Current 
History. It appeared there in part in the issue of December, 1950. 
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America’s Second Crusade. By William Henry Chamberlin. (Chicago: 
Henry Regnery Company. 1950. 372 pages. $3.75) 


In the Annual Report of the Rockefeller Foundation for 1946, it 
was stated (pp. 188-89) that a sum of $139,000 had been provided to 
prevent and frustrate a repetition of “the debunking journalistic cam- 
paign following World War I.” ‘Two of the leading “court historians” 
cf the United States and England, William L. Langer and Arnold J. 
Toynbee, were placed in charge of this enterprise, in which they were 
to be aided by numerous assistants. By “journalistic debunking” is 
meant, of course, the campaign of revisionist historical writing which 
finally brought our knowledge of the causes and issues of the first 
World War into harmony with the facts. 

Despite this lavish grant, which has been reported to have been 
substantially increased since 1946, the effort to check Revisionism has 
not been sufficient or in time. The works of George Morgenstern, 
Charles Austin Beard, and now, William Henry Chamberlin, have 
established Revisionism in ‘regard to the second World War so firmly 
that no number of volumes by court historians can possibly overthrow 
or discredit it in the minds of honest and informed men. The position 
of those patriotic Americans who opposed our entry into the second 
World War is now fully vindicated before the bar of history. The 
revisionist position is further strengthened and confirmed by the heav- 
ily documented and powerfully argued book by Frederick R. Sanborn, 
Design for War, which has recently been published by the Devin-Adair 
Company. 

Mr. Chamberlin’s trenchant book is, thus, the third revisionist 
volume to penetrate the blackout which has been organized to prevent 
the American public from ascertaining the truth relative to the second 
World War. It is the first of these books which deals not only with the 
causes, but also with the issues and results of the War. The incidents. 
connected with the publication of the book furnish further evidence 
of the strength of the historical blackout. 

Chamberlin is a distinguished author. He has written many 
important books and they have been published by leading publishing 
houses. But none of his former commercial publishtrs were interested 
in the manuscript, though it is probably the most timely and important 
work Chamberlin has written. The head of one large publishing house, 
himself a noted publicist, declared his deep personal interest in the 
book but stated that he did not feel it ethical to jeopardize the 
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financial interests of his company through risking retaliation from the 
blackout contingent. ‘Two university presscs turned down the manu- 
script, though in each case the editor attested to the great merit of the 
book. That it was finally brought out was due to the courage and 
public spirit of Henry Regnery, who has published more realistic books 
relative to the second World War than all other American publishers 
combined; indeed, save for the Devin-Adair Company, Mr. Regnery has 
been the only publisher who has dared to defy the blackout. Yet, 
Chamberlin’s work is neither sensational nor extreme. It is no more 
than an honest and actually restrained statement of the facts that every 
American citizen needs to have at hand if we are to avoid involvement 
in a devastatingly fatal “third crusade.” 

Chamberlin’s book is the first volume to be published which deals 
in comprehensive fashion with the role and responsibility of the United 
States for the onset, course, and calamitous results of the second World 
War. One able scholar who read the manuscript declared that it is 
“The Road to War’ of the second World War. It is true that the book 
does bear some analogy and resemblance to the notable work by the 
Walter Millis of 1935, in that it is an absorbingly interesting narrative 
of our involvement in a world crusade. If it could receive the same 
fair reception that was accorded the Millis book it might affect public 
opinion even more decisively. But Chamberlin has a far broader knowl- 
edge and deeper understanding of world affairs than Millis, due both 
to wider reading and to more extensive travel over the globe. Further, 
the Chamberlin book is a more comprehensive undertaking. Millis 
raerely showed in brilliant fashion how we became involved in the first 
World War. Chamberlin not only gives us a clear and dependable 
account of our entry into the second World War, but also deals in 
penetrating fashion with the issues of the war, the policies which 
dominated wartime strategy, and the disastrous results of these policies 
from Casablanca to Korea. 

Chamberlin completely pulverizes the “we had to fight” thesis ot 
the interventionists, which is usually offered as an ineffable categorical 
imperative of the Kantian order. It is implied that we had to fight for 
self-preservation. One of the Jeading “bitterenders,” Professor Samuel 
Flagg Bemis, holds that the American situation late in 1941 constituted 
“the most awful danger that ever confronted our nation.” He refers 
to Germany and Japan as “the two colossi who could have closed on 
our freedom with the inexorable jaws of a global vise.” Chamberlin 
shows that there is not a scintilla of evidence that Hitler ever con- 
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templated attacking us, and only has to repeat what others have long 
since demonstrated, namely, that by the very beginning of 1911 Japan 
was willing to abandon her expansionist program beyond Manchuria 
and only wished time and a face-saving formula to permit her to retrace 
her steps and come to an understanding with China. This pelicy we 
steadfastly frustrated. 

In the course of his work, Mr. Chamberlin not only summarizes 
and clarifies all important aspects of American foreign policy, from the 
days of Woodrow Wilson to the invasion of Korea, but individual 
chapters of his book amply answer those who have, wittingly or unwit- 
ingly, spread “false witness.” His material refutes both the outright 
apologists for the Roosevelt foreign policy, such as Millis, Rauch and 
Jonathan Daniels, and the court historians, notably Sherwood, Mori- 
son and Feis. He also reveals the folly rampant in such special books as 
Davies’ apology for Stalin’s Russia, Morgenthau’s savage plan for the 
tuination of Germany, and Stettinius’s argument that Roosevelt’s con- 
cessions to Stalin at Yalta were necessary to shorten the war, lessen 
bloodshed, and win the peace. 

Every page of Chamberlin’s book is so meaty, cogent and suggestive 
that it could inspire comment as lengthy as this whole review. The 
immense importance of its message can only be comprehended by a 
careful reading of the entire work. No brief review can give any ade- 
quate comprehension of its momentous significance. 

The book leads off with the failure of our “First Crusade’ to 
realize any of the major objectives of President Wilson, and shows 
how a world of Communism, Fascism and war threats resulted from it, 
rather than a world made safe for democracy and a world in which 
war had ceased as a result of “the war to end war.’ Chamberlin reveals 
hew the vengeance of Versailles ran its vicious and fatal course, gave 
rise to Hitler and his challenge to world peace, and transformed Soviet 
Russia from a force for internationalism and disarmament into a 
powerful nationalistic impetus to aggression and annexation. 

There is a masterful account of the series of deceptions whereby 
President Roosevelt led the people of the United States into war against 
their wishes and without their knowledge. Chamberlin describes the 
coalition and meetings of the Big Three—Roosevelt, Churchill and 
Stalin—and reveals how Stalin, aided by Harry Hopkins, “took” 
Roosevelt, often over the protests of Churchill. His well-documented 
account of the role of Hopkins in ingratiating himself with Stalin and 
“softening up” Roosevelt proves that the worst charges against Alger 
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Hiss were by comparison trivial, even if true, with respect to delivering 
American interests into the hands of the Kremlin. 

Chamberlin gives us a magisterial analysis of the Yalta Conference 
where Roosevelt made the unnecessary and fata] concessions to Stalin 
which led to temporary anarchy and chaos in Central Europe and to 
the Communist domination of both this area and the Far East. He 
proves that there was no need for these concessions, ostensibly made 
to bribe Stalin to enter the Far Eastern war theater, shorten the war, 
and save American lives. Before he Jeft for Yalta, Roosevelt had 
received from General MacArthur detailed Japanese peace terms which 
were virtually identical with those we accepted in August, 1945. Mac- 
Arthur urged immediate negotiations on this basis. ‘Vhis fact, together 
with subsequent Japanese overtures in the interval between January 
and August, and American Naval Intelligence reports showing the 
military collapse and desperation of Japan, also make it clear that 
there was not the slightest military justification for dropping the atom 
bombs on Hiroshima and Nagasaki. Chamberlin shows that, 1f Roose- 
velt had really wished to shorten the war, it could have been shortened 
by years, not days, through codperation with the anti-Nazi German 
underground movement. This possibility Roosevelt frustrated com- 
pletely by the fateful “unconditional surrender” slogan of the Casa- 
blanca Conference and by his blunt refusa] to have any dealings what- 
ever with the German underground. 

There is an appalling chapter on the “Wartime Illusions and 
Delusions” which grew out of the “American wartime intellectual 
climate, compounded of profound factual ignorance, naiveté, wishful 
thinking, and emotional hysteria.” The chief illusions and delusions 
were the idea that peace, justice and freedom could be assured by 
military might alone, and that Soviet Russia could be trusted to 
become a permanent and idealistic ally in a world movement in behalf 
of libertarianism, democracy, private enterprise, disarmament, and non- 
aggression. Chamberlin documents his account by exposing the leading 
forces and personalities that were most potent in promoting these fata] 
illusions and delusions, such as special pressure groups and Ambassador 
Davies, Henry Wallace, Wendell Willkie, and numerous fellow- 
travellers. But, in so far as serving the practical interests of the Kremlin 
is concerned, nobody else equalled the accomplishments of Harry 
Hopkins. Yet, Chamberlin makes it clear that, however obnoxious the 
Russian methods may have been, Stalin has done little except to pitcr 
his tent under the Christmas tree that Roosevelt provided for him at 
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Casablanca, Teheran, Quebec and Yalta, and leisurely to remove the 
presents with which the tree was bedecked. 

The ignoble and complete betrayal of Poland, and the vicious 
Morgenthau Plan to reduce Germany to an agrarian and_ pastoral 
country, even at the cost of starving millions of Germans, are fully 
described. The book ends with two chapters which show that not a 
single noble and constructive objective of the Allied nations followed 
in the wake of complete military victory and unconditional surrender. 
The second American crusade proved as futile and far more disastrous 
to both America and the world than the first crusade. But, since we 
apparently learned little or nothing from the expense and futility ot 
the first crusade, there is grave danger that the more devastating re- 
sults of the second crusade will not prevent us from risking a third, 
which promises to destroy what still remains of Western civilization. 

The probability of our becoming involved in a third crusade ts 
pointed up by the deterioration of our anti-war leadership since 1941. 
Arthur Vandenberg, of course, went completely overboard in sup- 
porting interventionism. Even Senator Taft has slipped fatally. Before 
the second World War he was shocked when President Roosevelt an- 
nounced that our frontier was on the Rhine. But, today, he has him- 
self placed our frontier at or near the Elbe. In June, 1941, Taft de- 
clared: “Americans don’t want to go to war to beat a totalitarian sys- 
tem in Europe if they are to get Socialism here when it is all over.” 
Today, he favors war against Russia if the Russians move in Europe, 
though the certainty of our getting Socialism at the end of such a war 
is ten-fold greater than it was in 1941. We are getting a good deal of 
it merely in the preparatory stages. 

As stated above, Chamberlin is restrained in his statements and 
believes more thoroughly than many in the virtues of the understate- 
ment. He does not go as far as some believe that the facts warrant in 
exposing our pre-knowledge of a Japanese attack, presumably at Pearl 
Harbor. And, in respect to the Atlantic Charter, his restraint even goes 
so far as to impair historical accuracy when he writes: “The principal 
result of this [Newfoundland] conference was the framing of the 
famous Atlantic Charter.” (p. 140). The principal result, of course, 
was the laying of plans whereby we could get into the war through 
the Far Eastern backdoor. For the realities of the Atlantic Charter we 
shall still have to turn to the treatment of this subject in John T. 
Flynn’s The Roosevelt Myth (pp. 299-303, 385-386). 

Indeed, Chamberlin is very restrained and charitable in his inter- 
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pretation of President Roosevelt's motives in connection with the 
second World War. The more we examine these, the more convincing 
it becomes that Roosevelt was primarily concerned with war in both 
Europe and the Far East mainly to promote his personal political 
ambitions rather than to suppress totalitarianism or any other form of 
evil. Only this can explain his pressure for peace during the period 
when Hitler could easily have been overcome and his enthusiastic sup- 
port of war when Hitler had gathered sufficient power to wage a 
long war. Apparently, Roosevelt was opposed to any short war which 
could have crushed Hitler quickly because it would have been difficult 
for the United States to enter such a war. It could not have given 
Roosevelt a third or fourth term or made him a world war leader. 
This explains his demand for peace at the time of Munich, and his vig- 
orous support of war later on when years of war might lie ahead. 

It may be many years before the American public is fully informed 
relative to the diplomatic and international realities of the momen- 
tous period from 1937 to 1950. If this proves to be the case, it will be 
mainly because of the force and*persistence of the historical blackout 
which has thus far remained triumphant in this field. It will not be 
because the cogent information is not available. Unless we move into 
the “Nineteen Eighty-four” pattern of life so rapidly that all historical 
integrity is quickly snuffed out, there are likely to be scores of books 
written in this highly controversial field. But it is unlikely that any 
later books or documentary revelations will suffice to alter fundamen- 
tally the panorama of folly, deception, blunders, vindictiveness, and 
world disaster which Chamberlin has placed before our eyes with such 
courage and skill. The still carefully-guarded secret documents are not 
likely to throw a more favorable light upon the Roosevelt policies. 
If they would do so, it is highly probable that they would have been 
opened to truth-seeking historians long before this time. If they pro- 
vide more shocking exposure of the Roosevelt policies, they will only 
gild the revisionist lily. 

The facts that are revealed by this book, and their resolute exposi- 
tion by the author, afford the only possible intellectual safe-guard 
against our becoming involved in the third crusade which we are now 
approaching with ominous speed. It is this consideration that makes 
the fate of Revisionism the supreme intellectual, moral and political 
issue of the mid-century. 

In conclusion, it may be pointed out that those interventionist 
liberals of 1937-1941, like Henry Steele Commager, whe are now 
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“squawking” because human decencies and academic freedom are being 
snuffed out as the police state relentlessly advances, can logically blame 
only their erstwhile frenzy and folly. Little is happening today which 
was not predicted by discerning “isolationists” before Pearl Harbor. 


V. GLOBAL CRUSADING AND THE HISTORICAL BLACK- 
OUT ARE UNDERMINING HISTORICAL INTEGRITY 


‘The following material is essentially that prepared for delivery 
before the American Historical Association in Chicago on December 
29, 1950. Between the invitation to prepare the paper and the printing 
of the program the writer was switched, without his knowledge, to the 
role of discussing papers read by others. Hence, the original address 
could not be given. Certain minor changes have been made better to 
adapt the matcrial for inclusion in this edition of the brochure. 


It is obvious that there could be no adequate coverage of the de- 
tails of the revisionist position in regard to the second World War in 
the few minutes at my disposal. Rather, I shall deal with the broader 
implications of the problem in relation to the present status and future 
prospects of historical scholarship. 

The revisionist position bearing on the second World War is more 
firmly established factually, even on the basis of the materials which 
revisionist scholars are permitted to examine, than the Revisionism of 
the 1920’s was by the revelations produced after 1918. But the eftective 
presentation of revisionist contentions is frustrated, so far as any sub- 
stantial influence is concerned, over any predictable future. 

Certain revisionist scholars, led by the late Charles Austin Beard, 
have justly protested the fact that they are not permitted anything like 
the same access to the relevant documents as is the case with the so- 
called court historians. 

This is true and deplorable, but it is not a consideration of major 
importance with respect to Revisionism today. Revisionists have plenty 
of facts already. It may be safely assumed that any further revelations 
will only more firmly establish the revisionist position. Otherwise, all 
the archives and other still secret materials would have been long 
since made available to reputable scholars, so that Mr. Roosevelt and 
his Administration might be cleared of unfair and inaccurate charges, 
founded upon limited and unreliable information. If there were noth- 
ing to hide, then there would obviously be no reason for denying 
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access to the documents. In short, the revisionist position is not likely 
to be shattered by any future documentary revelations. ‘Vhere is every 
prospect that it will be notably strengthened thereby. 

The development of Revisionism in connection with the second 
World War is placed in jeopardy mainly by the hostile attitude which 
‘exists on the part of both the general public and the historical pro- 
fession toward accepting the facts and their implications with respect 
to historic events and policies during the last fifteen years. 

The attitude and emotions of the public during wartime have 
been maintained without notable change by means of propaganda. 
There has been no such disillusionment and reversal of attitude since 
1945 as took place rather rapidly after 1919. The United States seems 
likely to undertake the third crusade before it is fully aware of the 
real causes and disastrous results of the second. 

The factual justification for a reversal of public attitudes and emo- 
tions is far more extensive and impressive than was the case following 
the first World War. But the party which was in power during the 
War has continued to hold office, and the power and scope of propa- 
ganda have so increased that the emotions and convictions of wartime 
have been perpetuated for a decade after Pear] Harbor. Incidentally, 
this is ominous evidence of our susceptibility to propaganda as we enter 
the “Nineteen Eighty-four” way of life. 

The historical profession is no more tolerant of Revisionism than 
is the general public. Most of the leading Revisionists of the 1920’s 
espoused the second crusade, even before it exploded into war at the 
time of Pearl Harbor. Great numbers of historians entered into war 
propaganda work of one kind or another after Pearl Harbor and thus 
have a vested interest in perpetuating the myth of the nobility of the 
cause which enlisted their services. Therefore, the historical profession 
is oriented and powerfully fortified against any acceptance of revision- 
ist scholarship. A number of the leading Revisionists of the 1920’s have 
become court historians, and most of the other erstwhile Revisionists 
refuse to admit that they were as thoroughly misled by the second cru- 
sade as by the first. 

As a result of all this, and numerous other factors and forces hos- 
tile to Revisionism, the situation is not encouraging to any historians 
who might otherwise be inclined to undertake honest research in the 
field. To do so would mean departmental antagonism, loss of promo- 
tion, and possibly discharge from their posts. 

Those not dissuaded by such considerations have to face irrespon- 
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sible smearing. The very idea or concept of Revisionism is now 
anathema and under fire at the hands of a number of historians. 
Professor Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr. has already vigorously attacked 
those who have sought, or are seeking, to revise the traditional concep- 
tions regarding the causes of the Civil War. It may not be long before 
he, or someone of like mind, will attack the scholars of the last genera- 
tion who so thoroughly revised the previous super-patriotic interpreta- 
tions of the causes and onset of the American Revolution. 

In case a few historians are not discouraged or intimidated by 
professional hostility or the prospect of irresponsible smearing, and 
remain determined to do substantial work on the actual causes and 
merits of the second World War, there is every likelihood that their 
efforts will remain futile so far as publication is concerned. Forthright 
revisionist material, however scholarly, is for all practical purposes 
excluded from publication in the great majority of our newspapers 
and periodicals. Only two small publishing houses in the United States 
are willing to publish books embodying revisionist facts and conclusions, 
and these two often require subsidies beyond the resources of the 
average private scholar. Few historians ave going to be lured by the 
prospect of devoting years of research to a project and then be com- 
pelled to store away their completed manuscripts in a filing cabinet. 
‘They are more likely to be “practical” and fall in line with the court 
historians, which is the path to prestige and prosperity today. 

In case a scholar defies hostility and successfully gambles upon the 
slight prospect of publication of the results of his labors, there is little 
likelihood that his book will have anything like the same influence on 
the modification of public opinion as did the outstanding revisionist 
volumes of the 1920's and carly 1930’s. The probablity is that any sub- 
stantial and meritorious revisionist volume will be given the silent 
treatment—that is, not reviewed at all in the majority of newspapers 
and periodicals. 

When, rather rarely and for one reason or another, a newspaper 
or a perlodical decides actually to review a revisionist book, rather 
than to accord it the silent treatment, it has available a Jarge supply of 
“hatchet-men,” both on its own staff and drawn from eager academi- 
cians, who can be relied upon to attack and smear revisionist volumes 
and to eulogize the works of court historians and others who seek to 
perpetuate the traditional mythology. The eulogy of mythology is well 
Wlustrated by Professor Griffin’s review of Rauch’s Roosevelt, from Mun- 
ich to Pearl Harbor, in the American Historical Review, January, 1951. 

There is, thus, very little probability that even the most sub- 
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stantial and voluminous revisionist writing on the second World Wat 
can have any significant impact upon public opinion for years to come. 
One only needs to contrast the enthusiastic reception accorded to Wal- 
ter Millis’s The Road to War in 1935 with the gencral ignoring or 
smearing of the much more substantial and meritorious recent volume 
by William Henry Chamberlin on America’s Second Crusade. 

The probability is that Revisionism in relation to the second World 
War will never be widely accepted on the basis of its factual merit. 
It will only become palatable, if ever, after we have suffered some devas- 
tating economic or political disaster which causes the American public 
to reverse its attitudes and policies on world affairs and find an ideologi- 
cal justification through espousing revisionist contentions. But it is 
obvious that it will require a tremendous shock—a veritable military 
and political catastrophe—to bring about the degree of disillusionment 
and realism required to produce any such result. 

There is infinitely greater cause for a reversal of public attitudes 
today than there was in 1923, when Woodrow Wilson remarked to 
James Kerney: “I should like to see Germany clean up France, and | 
should like to see Jusserand [the French Ambassador] and tell him so 
to his face.” But, as indicated above, this ample factual basis for a com- 
parable revision of public opinion has produced no substantial public 
or historical disillusionment with respect to our second crusade. Even 
our hysterical hatred of “Uncle Joe” has not led any outstanding Ameri- 
can political leader to wish for the resurrection of the Wehrmacht so 
that it might demolish Moscow and the Politburo. Disillusionment has 
not even gone far enough to produce tolerance towards those who seck 
to explain the historical basis of the transformation of Stalin from the 
noble ally of six years back into the current incarnation of Satan 
bimself. 

As is implied above, even though the tents of Revisionism with 
respect to the second World War may at some distant time achieve pop- 
ular acceptance in the wake of overwhelming national disaster, this 
will not mean any reinstatement of objective historical scholarship. 
The probability is that any such future period will also be one in 
which we will have made a complete transition into “Nineteen Eighty- 
four’ society, which will crush out all semblance of historical freedom 
and objectivity. As we shall point out in a moment, ominous trends in 
this direction have already set in. 

What we may conclude from all this is that both the public and 
historians seem likely to be pretty effectively protected against any 
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cavages at the hands of Revisionism. But what they will pay for this 
“protection” will be the greatest disaster which historical science has 
ever encountered since the cave paintings of the late Stone Age. 

However much we may recoil from the prospect, there seems every 
probability that we are now entering the twilight of historical science. 
This is the penalty which has been exacted, so far as history and. his- 
torians are concerned, for ballyhooing and defending crusades rather 
than seeking the truth. History has been the main intellectual casualty 
of the two World Wars, and there is grave doubt that it can be rehabili- 
tated during the second half of the century. Indeed, there is every pros- 
pect that it will become more and more an instrument and adjunct of 
official propaganda. 

Manv will counter these assertions by contending that the elaborate 
development of the methodology of historical research and exposition 
in our dav is an adequate safeguard against the eclipse of historical 
integrity. prestige and independence. But technical methodology is of 
little significance if those who utilize it are dominated by intense emo- 
tions or political ambition rather than by a desire to ascertain the 
facts. Ample footnotes are no guarantee of accuracy or objectivity. They 
may only document falsehood. Formal compliance with technical 
methodology may only enable an historian to lie in more complicated 
and ostensibly impressive fashion. If one does not wish to ascertain the 
facts. then the most effective methods of locating, classifying and ex- 
pounding facts is nullified and of no avail. 

Only a generation or so ago, it was believed by most thoughtful his- 
torians that nationalism and militarism were the chief obstacle and 
menace to historical objectivity. Jt was assumed that an international 
outlook would make for truth and tolerance. It was held that, if we 
understood the extensive and complicated international contributions 
to all national cultures, most forms of hatred and bias would disappear. 
Internationalists then stressed the blessings of peace. ‘The great major- 
ity of them were pacifists, admired peace, meant peace when they said 
peace, and repudiated all thought of military crusades for peace. 

Had internationalism retained the same traits that it possessed 
even as late as the mid 1930's, these assumptions as to the beneficent 
impact of internationalism upon historical writing might have been 
borne out in fact. But, during the last fifteen years, the older pacific 
internationalism has been virtually extinguished, and internationalism 
has itself been conquered by militarism. 

Militarism was formerly closely linked to national arrogance. Today, 
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it stalks behind the semantic disguise of internationalism, which has 
become a cloak for national aggrandizement and imperialism. Programs 
of world domination by great powers that would have Icit Napoleon, 
or even Hitler, aghast are now presented with a straight face as inter- 
national] crusades for freedom, peace, sweetness and light. Peace 1s to be 
promoted and ultimately realized through bigger and more frequent 
wars. The admitted slogan of the internationalists of our dav, who 
dominate the historical profession as well as the political scene, 1s 
“perpetual war for perpetual peace.” ‘This, it may be noted, is also the 
:deological core of ‘Nineteen Eighty-four” society. 

Borne along by an irresistible tide of crusading fervor over a decade 
and a half, most historians have fallen in line with this ominous revolu- 
tion in the nature, influence and goals of internationalism. Among well- 
known historians, this transition is probably most perfectly exemplified 
by the ideological shift in the thinking of Professor Carlton J. H. Hayes, 
once an able and eloquent critic of militarism, imperialism and inter- 
national meddling. The majority of our historians now support inter- 
national crusades—the “saviour with the sword” complex—with far more 
vehemence, obsession and intolerance than were exhibited by the most 
ardent nationalistic historians of the past. In my opinion. Droysen, 
‘Treitschke, Lamartine, Michelet, Macaulay, and Bancrolt were calm and 
dispassionate scholars compared to our present day historical apologists 
for global crusades, such as James Thomson Shotwell, Edward Mead 
Earle, Thomas A. Bailey, Samuel Flagg Bemis, and the like. To resist: 
the saviour-with-the-sword program today is akin to treason. politically, 
and professionally suicidal for any historian. He is immediately smeared 
as an “isolationist,” which is today a far worse crime before the bar of 
historical judgment than overt forgery of documents. 

Some may admit that this crusading of the nationalistic and 
militaristic wolf in the sheep’s clothing of global wars for peace may 
eliminate objectivity from the history of current events. But they 
contend that historical serenity may, nevertheless, survive when treating 
more remote eras and personalities. This is unlikely, because the 
emotions that have nullified objectivity in dealing with the history 
of the last twenty years are projected back into our portrayal and inter- 
pretations of the past. 

Germans from Charlemagne onward are now interesting chietiv as 
precursors of Hitler in one way or another. Since Hitler was a neurotic, 
and perhaps a paranoid, all German history is portrayed as a product 
of paranoia, and the only real solution is the elimination of all Ger- 
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mans. Bishop Bossuet, actually the great ideological apologist for 
paternalistic absolutism, becomes the first French Fascist because his 
doctrines were the chief political inspiration of Marshal Pétain. Proud- 
hon, about whoni historians long wrangled as to whether he is to be 
most accurately classified as an anarchist or a socialist, is now revealed 
to be a father of French Fascism. It now seems impossible to write a 
biography of Ivan the Terrible without indicating the deep similarity 
bewveen Ivan and Stalin, and devoting as much attention to the lat- 
ter as to the former. ‘Phe menace of Genghis Kahn and ‘Tamerlane has 
become historically important mainly as a warning against the cur- 
rent challenge of the Kremlin. Serious scholars have sought to interpret 
Socrates, long supposed to have been the first martyr to the freedom 
of thought and expression, as the father of Fascism. Plato, of late, has 
frequently been smeared as the outstanding Greek Fascist. Even the 
great warriors of Oriental antiquity are portrayed as prototypes of 
Hitler and Stalin. “he conquering heroes of the Sung, ‘Tang, Ming 
and Manchu dynastics of China only prepared the way for Mao Tse- 
tuny. 

Some concede the current dangers to historical science which lie 
in the tactors briefly described above but they gain solace and reassur- 
ance from the assumption that the strong emotions which have gripped 
historical science for several decades will soon subside and that the 
objectivity and tolerance that preceded the first World War will ulti- 
mately reassert themselves. 

Unfortunately, all the main political, social and cultural trends of 
our time point in the opposite direction. The discovery of politicians 
that the “giddy-minds-and-foreign-quarrels” strategy is the most certain 
kev to political success and extended tenure of office is rapidly forcing 
the world into the pattern of “Nineteen Eighty-four” society, if indeed, 
this has not already been achieved. Historical writing and interpreta- 
tion are being rapidly brought into line with the needs and mental 
attitudes of such a political régime. 

The ideological basis of the global crusades of our day—‘‘perpetual 
war for perpetual peace”—is the most gigantic and ominous example 
in all history of the “Newspeak” and “Doublethink” of “Nineteen 
Eightv-four” semantics and mentality. We have already pointed out 
that it ts also the cornerstone of “Nineteen Eighty-four” ideology. The 
security measures deemed necessary to protect and advance global 
crusades are rapidly bringing about the police state in hitherto free 
nations, including our own. The emotional tensions essential to global 
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crusading have produced the dominion of propaganda over «almost 
every phase of intellectual and public life. The books by James Burn- 
ham, The Managerial Revolution, The Struggle for the World, and 
The Coming Defeat of Communism have helped to prepare us ideo- 
logically for the reception of “Nineteen Eighty-four” institutions, poli- 
tical techniques and mental attitudes. 

The hysterical reaction following Orson Welles’s bogus radio 
broadcast on October 30, 1938, depicting an invasion from Mars, 
emphasizes the American capacity for credulity and shows how war- 
tinle propaganda in the next war, whether cold, hot, or phony. can 
readily duplicate anything of the kind portrayed in Nineteen Eighty- 
four. Those who are skeptical on this point will do well to read Hadley 
Cantrill’s book The Invasion from Mars. 

The fact that our propaganda agencies have been able to held 
public opinion fairly rigorously within the confines of the Ubusions of 
wartime for over five years is sufficient evidence that our propaganda 
machinery is equal to all the emergencies and responsibilities tikelv to 
be imposed upon it by “Nineteen Eighty-four’ conditions. From five to 
seven vears was as long as Occania could maintain fever hatred of 
either Eurasia or Eastasia in Nineteen Eighty-four. 

It was pointed out earlier in this brochure that we have already 
richly devcloped the “Newspeak” and “Doublethink” semantics of 
Nineteen Eighty-four, where the War Department is known as the 
“Ministry of Peace,” the propaganda and public lying are conducted 
by the “Ministry of Truth,” and the cspionage system and torture 
chambers are adininistered by the “Ministry of Love.” + Protessor 
Thomas A. Bailey approvingly warns us that, unless we wish to have 
greater deception of the public by the Executive Department of the 
Federal Government, we must free the Executive of hampering Gon- 
gressional control in foreign affairs: “Deception of the people may in 
fact become increasingly necessary, unless we are willing to give our 
leaders in Washington a freer hand.” (op. cit., p. 13) We appear likely 
to get both greater deception and more Executive irresponsibility. 

These ominous trends have their clear implications for the future 
olf historical science. In Nineteen Eighty-four, Orwell portyays it as 
necessary to intimidate and hire servile bureaucrats to falsity current 
history. This may not be necessary for a time, as we ourselves enter the 
“Nineteen Eighty-four” way of life. Indeed, the writings and intrigues 
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af our interventionist and war-minded historians have been a powerful 
force propelling us in this direction. In the opinion of the writer, 
James Thomson Shotwell, who has been the most influential of our 
interventionist historians for more than a third of a century, has done 
more than any other American intellectual figure to speed us on our 
way into the “Nineteen Eighty-four” pattern of public life. Edward 
Mead Earle and a host of younger men are now following enthusiastic- 
ally in his footsteps. 

Among other things, Shotwell was one of the chicf inventors of the 
myth and fantasy of an “aggressive nation” and “aggressive war,” which 
have become a basic semantic fiction and instrument of “Nineteen 
Lighty-lour? international jargon. policy and procedure. It has been 
adopted enthusiastically by Occania, Eurasia and Eastasia. ‘his phrase- 
ology has now Jost all semblance of ethics, realism, logic and consistency, 
however cllective it may be in international propaganda. Indeed, as Pro- 
tessor Henry W. Lawrence pointed out nearly twenty years ago, the con- 
cept of “ageressive war” never possessed any historical realism: 

“The hannonizing of national poligies must deal with fundamen- 
tals: with the things that commonly have caused wars. ‘Phe moral right 
te keep on possessing the best regions of the earth is directly balanced 
bv the right to fighe and capture them. It is anazing that so few people 
will admit this axiom of international morality. Popular opinion 1s 
widely befogged in the more confortable countries by the childish 
notion that an ageressive war is wicked but a defensive war is righteous. 
They are, of course, precisely equal in moral quality, so long as war is 
the only adcquate instrument by which vested wrongs can be righted 
and national necds supplied. “Vhe next rational step toward a tolerable 
world peace would be the broadcasting of this truth throughout Great 
Britain, France and the United States. It is already familiar to the 
peoples of Germany, Italy and Japan.” 

Since 1945, the “aggressor myth” has also been made the basis of 
the unrealisuc and hypocritical international ethics and jurisprudence 
associated invariably with “Nineteen Eighty-four’ semantics and pro- 
paganda. Vhe “aggressor” has now become the nation or coalition that 
is defeated in war, whatever the responsibility for starting hostilities. 
Being dcfeated, it must be punished and its leaders exterminated. 
Driven home by the Nuremberg and Tokyo Trials, this subterfuge has 
given notice to Ieaders in any future wars that they must not take the 
risk of being defeated, no matter what horrors they have to unleash to 
assure victory. In this way, the internationalists who falsely pose as 
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protagonists of peace have not only produced a condition of more or 
less permanent war, but have also made it certain that wars will be- 
come ever more savage and devastating. No possible means of destruc- 
tion can be spared in future wars. 

The majority of the writings of our historians on recent world 
history during the last decade and a half could be warmly accepted by 
an American “Ministry of Truth.” The presidential address ot 
Admiral Samuel Eliot Morison, given on December 29, 1950, with its 
eulogy of war and the myth-mongers, could easily have been an official 
assignment executed for such a Ministry. He even preferred 
to provide a picture of himself in a naval uniform to be used in the 
Program rather than to have himself portrayed in the lowly and 
pacific garb of a scholar. One of the most eminent of our diplomatic 
historians has actually proclaimed that the most commendable result 
of the second World War was that it provided us with a new and 
stronger opponent after Hitler had been overthrown. Even our court 
historians work without compulsion. Few historians have been critical 
olf the trend towards the ‘Nineteen Eighty-four” patterns, and prob- 
ably many of them, suffering from the auto-intoxication of Globaloney, 
have not even recognized the trend. Those who have done so and have 
sought to spread alarm have been slapped down and smeared. 

The impact of “Nineteen Eighty-four” pressures on our historical 
writing appears to have become more rapid and impressive than was 
apparent when these lines were originally written. he newspapers on 
January 14, 1951, announced that President Truman was establishing 
a corps of court historians to prepare an acceptable official history of 
world events and American policy.!. It was implied that Admiral 
Morison would have direction of the group. They would operate in 
conjunction with the official historians already at work within the 
Armed Services and the State Department. It may fairly be assumed 
that any historians who differ with the official texts and interpretations 
will be regarded and treated as agents of “Communist imperialism,” 
whatever their prior record of hostility to the Communist way of life. 
It is only a step from this to the rewriting of newspapers, which was the 
task of Winston, the central figure in Nineteen Eighty-four. 

Though this program and trend constitute probably the greatest 
threat to the freedom and objectivity of historical writing in modern 
times, there is no evidence of any alarm or protest on the part of the 


1 Forecast in a letter from President Truman read by Admiral Morison prior 
to his presidential address. See Aanerican Historical Review, April, 1951, pp. 711-712. 
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ieading American historians. This serves to point up the transforma- 
tion of the mental attitude of the American Historical Association 
which listened with respect and warm approval in 1916 to the noble 
address of its president, George Lincoln Burr, on “The Freedom of 
History.” Indeed, there is a well-founded rumor that the idea did not 
originate with President Truman, but was passed on to him by influen- 
tial court historians who envisaged the program as an effective way to 
check and intimidate revisionist historians. 

It is quite apparent that what officialdom fears is not the lies of 
“Communist imperialist” historians, which could scarcely reach, much 
less influence, the mass of American citizens, but the truth that might 
be told by native American historians of long lineage, the highest 
patriotic motives, and complete loyalty to the American way of life as 
it existed before 1937. ‘Vhe realism, at least on the period before 
1939, recently expressed in George F. Kennan’s American Diplomacy 
r9oo-r950 indicates that it may take stern measures to keep even the 
better court historians in line with official mythology. 

It is obvious that our historians, even those today most congenial 
to the global crusading which is leading us into the “Nineteen Eighty- 
four” set-up, may well take warning. If the transition to “Nineteen 
Eighty-four” society is followed by severe disillusionment and a reversal 
of existing public attitudes, the now popular trends in historical 
writing may be sharply curtailed or even become the vestibule to torture 
chambers. 

Even though current trends in our world policy continue during 
the early stages of our entry into the “Nineteen Eighty-four’ régime, 
our historians who now warmly embrace militarism, the crusading 
spirit, and war hysteria may be overconfident. In a harsh totalitarian 
society, even slight ideological deviations become heresies punishable 
by liquidation. General sympathy with the system does not assure 
safety. One has only to recall Hitler’s purge of June and July, 1934, 
Stalin’s purges of the Trotskyites, and his later purges even of Stalinites 
who did not become sufficiently aware in time of the latest interpreta- 
tions of Soviet philosophy and strategy. 

Henry Stcele Commager, one of our most ardent interventionist 
historians and, hence, one of the profession most responsible for the 
current intellectual atmosphere of this country, has recently protested 
against the growing intellectual intolerance and witchhunting, espec- 
jally in the field of education. Professor Commager may well be 
reminded that such a protest mav soon furnish the basis for his liquida- 
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tion. In a totalitarian society, one cannot pick and choose which ele- 
ments of totalitarianism he will accept and which he will reject. All 
phases must be accepted with enthusiasm and without protest. 

Another important fact to remember is that the mature “Nineteen 
Eighty-four” society is highly hostile to the very conception of history. 
The public must be cut off from the past, so that there will be no 
feeling of nostalgia for the happier times of previous eras. Our first 
stage of “Nineteen Eighty-four” experience may only extinguish truth- 
ful historical writing, but the fully developed “Nineteen Eighty-four” 
régime will obliterate history entirely. 

Many will doubtless regard the prediction of any imminence of 
our entry into “Nineteen Eighty-four” patterns as completely fantastic, 
somewhat akin to astrological forecasts. The fact is, however, that, in 
most basic essentials, we have already arrived. With a third World War 
we shall be there completely and inescapably. Even the fear of the 
third World War may suffice. As Lewis Mumford has well warned us 
in Air Affairs, March, 1947, the fear of atomic warfare may be enough 
10 impose on us a military régime more obstructive to freedom of 
thought and action than either World War was able to create. By the 
outset of 1951, we seem to have arrived, earlier than was anticipated 
by most, at the precise condition that Mumford predicted. The only 
way of averting such a calamity both to all human decencies and to the 
very existence of historical science, is to reveal the facts before the 
chains are fastened on us and the lock is closed. 


VI. NOTE ON FREDERIC R. SANBORN’S 
“DESIGN FOR WAR.” 


The most complete and readable work on our entry into the second 
World War in a single volume is Frederic R. Sanborn’s Design for War, 
published by the Devin-Adair Company in January, 1951. The follow- 
ing description of the book is reprinted from my review in the Journal 
of the American Bar Association, July, 1951. 

Mr. Sanborn’s book is the work of a lawyer who is a specialist in 
international law and diplomatic history. It is a different project from 
that of Mr. Chamberlin, for Mr. Sanborn’s volume is devoted almost 
entirely to the period from 1937 to 191, thus covering much the same 
ground as Beard’s second volume, with the conclusions of which Mr. 
Sanborn would appear to be in general agreement. 

It is Mr. Sanborn’s thesis that Mr. Roosevelt turned to war to save 
his political régime and perpetuate his tenure of office after the con- 
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servatives had fought his New Deal domestic program to a standstill in 
1937 and 1938. It would appear to the reviewer that he has proved his 
point here. This contention has also been recently confirmed by Jesse 
Jones in his memoirs as head of the RFC. 

The Sanborn book is based almost exclusively on pro-Roosevelt 
sources, when not quoting purely official documents. The only anti- 
Roosevelt source cited is John T. Flynn, and that solely in connection 
with the background of the Chicago Bridge Speech of October, 1937. 
Flynn’s statements about this episode have been amply confirmed by 
Sumner Welles in his Seven Decisions that Shaped History. The tone of 
Mr. Sanborn’s book is extremely moderate, restrained and courteous. 

With the greater space at his command Sanborn describes much 
more in detail than does Ghamberlin Mr. Roosevelt’s deception of the 
American people, the adamant rejection of all serious Japanese over- 
tures for a peaceful settlement of the Far Eastern problems and the 
iragic hoax of any serious clement of surprise in the Japanese attack on 
Pearl Harbor. If there was any surprise whatever it was only in the 
geographical locale of the attack and there was no excuse for being sur- 
prised even over that. Washington officials had ample basis three days 
before Pearl Harbor to have warned Admiral Kimmel and General 
Short, but nothing was done to put them on the alert with respect to 
the impending Japanese attack. Indeed, nothing was done in the ap- 
proximately fifteen hours before the attack when the Washington 
officials knew the precise moment at which the attack would in all proba- 
bility take place. 

The only point over which the reviewer would have any quarrel 
with Mr. Sanborn is his portrayal of Mr. Roosevelt as an isolationist 
before 1937. There is some ground for this, notably his Chautauqua 
speech of 1936, in which he even criticized President Wilson for lead- 
ing us into World War I. But there now seems to be convincing evi- 
dence that Mr. Roosevelt toyed with the idea of war from the moment 
of his inauguration; indeed, from the time Mr. Stimson visited him at 
Hyde Park in January, 1933. He was dissuaded by opposition in Con- 
gress and the Cabinet and reluctantly adapted himself to the pacific 
and unmilitary temper of the country at the time. He contented himself 
by a vast naval program which he carried on mainly without knowledge 
of the American people and, it may be said, apparently without the 
knowledge of Mr. Sanborn, whose book would have been strengthened 
by a reading of George T. Davis’ A Navy Second to None. 
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